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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This is the second five-year review for the Tansitor Electronics Inc. Superfund Site (Site).  This statutory 
five-year review is required since hazardous contamination remains at the Site above levels that allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.  The review was completed in accordance with EPA Guidance 
OSWER NO. 9355.7-03B-P. 

Since the 1950's, various owners have used the Site as a manufacturing facility for electronic capacitors.  
Between 1956 and 1979, organic solvents and acids were disposed of in two areas of the property.  
During the period of 1975-1979, the process waste disposed included 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) 
which is the predominant volatile organic compound (VOC) present in the groundwater.  The site 
owner/operator, Vishay-Tansitor Electronics, Inc. (formerly Tansitor Electronics, Inc., hereafter, AVishay-
Tansitor@) also reported that some waste detergents and dilute acid solutions may have been discharged 
into the two leach fields or directly into the intermittent stream north of its manufacturing building. 

In May 1981, in compliance with Section 103(c) of the CERCLA, Vishay-Tansitor notified EPA of the 
waste disposal. Subsequent to the notification, the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (VT ANR) 
performed site inspections and requested that Vishay-Tansitor initiate removal activities and implement a 
soil sampling and analysis program in the Disposal Area.  On September 29, 1995, EPA issued a Record 
of Decision (ROD) which set forth the selected remedy for the Site.  The major components of the 
selected remedy included institutional controls to prevent use of groundwater, long-term monitoring of 
site groundwater, contingencies for additional investigation or further action, and five-year reviews. 

In addition, as part of the selected remedy, for a ten-acre portion of the Site, EPA waived the attainment 
of federal drinking water standards which are applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs). EPA waived attainment of these ARARs on the basis that it was technically impracticable 
from an engineering perspective to restore groundwater to drinking water standards for this portion of the 
Site within a reasonable timeframe.  This followed the State of Vermont=s reclassification of the 
groundwater beneath the Technical Impracticability Zone (TI Zone) to non-potable use only. 

The ROD did not include any source control component because EPA's risk assessment concluded that 
the surface and subsurface soils did not present an unacceptable risk either under current conditions or 
under a potential future residential scenario. 

Pursuant to a Consent Decree, Vishay-Tansitor and Siemens Communication Systems, Inc. (the ASettling 
PRPs@) recorded institutional controls and are performing the sampling program established in the ROD.  
Three of the contingencies for additional monitoring outlined in the ROD have been triggered by the 
groundwater monitoring data.  As a result, sampling frequency was increased and a conceptual model 
evaluation plan and a phased bedrock monitoring plan were submitted and approved. 
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In September 1999, EPA deleted the Site from the National Priorities List, and, on December 3, 1999, VT 
ANR formally accepted lead agency responsibilities.  

Based on the data reviewed, observations from the site inspection, and interviews, the remedy is 
functioning as intended by the ROD.  Groundwater monitoring continues, maintenance of the wells is 
performed as necessary, and the effective implementation of institutional controls has thus far ensured the 
integrity of the remedy and prevented exposure to site groundwater. 

The primary ARARs for groundwater beyond the Technical Impracticability Zone are MCLs and VT 
GWPRS. These standards continue to be met in the wells outside the TI Zone. 

Land use at the Site has not changed since the 2004 five-year review and is not expected to change. 

No current issues were raised by this five-year review.  Four potential issues were identified that could 
affect the protectiveness of the remedy should site conditions change.  However, it is unlikely that site 
conditions will change in the foreseeable future. 

Five-Year Review Protectiveness Statement 

Because the remedy selected for the Site is protective, the Site is protective of human health and the 
environment.  Institutional controls have been recorded.  The institutional controls have prevented 
exposure to site groundwater, thereby ensuring the Site remains protective of human health.  In addition, 
Vermont reclassified the groundwater beneath the TI Zone to non-potable use only.  Annual reports 
certify compliance with the institutional controls and the Vermont Groundwater Reclassification Order.  
Groundwater monitoring within the TI Zone has shown gradual reductions in concentrations of 
contaminants.  Groundwater monitoring beneath and outside the TI zone has demonstrated that there 
continues to be no migration beyond the TI Zone or the Site.  The monitoring program will continue to 
ensure that no migration beyond the TI Zone or the Site occurs.  With respect to potential vapor intrusion 
within the manufacturing building, information provided by the facility indicates that the HVAC systems 
create an ongoing air exchange of 8 – 24 times per workday to address the use of solvents within the 
manufacturing process and soil vapor data levels were below OSHA time weighted average levels.  As the 
contaminated groundwater is a potential vapor intrusion source, EPA will continue to evaluate this 
pathway in future reviews, particularly if land use of the Site changes. 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site name (from WasteLAN): Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site 

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): VTD000509174 

Region: 1 State: VT City/County: Bennington/Bennington 

SITE STATUS 

NPL status: Deleted from NPL (9/29/99) 

Remediation status:  Complete   

Multiple OUs?* No Construction completion date: July 1999 

Has site been put into reuse? Not applicable  (Vishay-Tansitor continues to use the site as a 
manufacturing facility)  

REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency:  EPA (for the review; otherwise VT ANR is the lead agency for the Site) 

Author name: Terrence Connelly 

Author title: Remedial Project Manager 

Author affiliation: EPA Region I 

Period for this review: 02/10/09 to 09/16/09 (Time period covered by this review, 2004 – 2009) 

Date of site inspection: 04/30/09 
Type of review:  Post-SARA 
Review number: 2nd 

Triggering action: Implementation of Institutional Controls July 29, 1999 
Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): _09/30/04 (first FYR)_ 
Due date (five years after triggering action date): _09/30/09 

* AOU@ refers to operable unit. 

ISSUES: 

No current issues were identified in this review. 
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This five-year review identified four potential future issues were site conditions to change:  

▪ reassessment of the 1,4-dioxane toxicity value 
▪ vapor intrusion pathway 
▪ institutional controls, and 
▪ viability of the monitoring wells. 

The 2004 FYR identified the potential presence of 1,4-dioxane and potential indoor air impact from a 
vapor intrusion pathway.  These were addressed in 2005 through additional analysis.   

Based on the current use of solvents in the manufacturing operations, the presence of the slab 
foundation, and the intake of ambient air through the facility’s HVAC system, EPA and VT ANR 
consider any contribution to indoor air from the historical source release would likely be minimal 
relative to the ongoing activities. If there is any change in future use of the facility, there will be a need 
to re-evaluate the indoor air pathway and the institutional controls. 

RECOMMENDATIONS and FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

▪ re-evaluate the 1,4-dioxane data when EPA completes the toxicity reassessment (no date has 
been scheduled for completing the reassessment) 
▪ monitor land use at the Site relative to the vapor intrusion pathway 
▪ monitor land use at the Site relative to the institutional controls, and  
▪ develop a process to address long-term viability of the monitoring wells. 

PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT: 

Because the remedy selected for the Site is protective, the Site is protective of human health and the 
environment.  Institutional controls have been recorded.  The institutional controls prevent exposure to 
site groundwater ensuring the Site remains protective of human health.  In addition, Vermont 
reclassified the groundwater beneath the TI Zone to non-potable use only.  Annual reports certify 
compliance with the institutional controls and the Vermont Reclassification Order.  Groundwater 
monitoring within the TI zone has shown gradual reductions in concentrations of concern.  
Groundwater monitoring beneath and outside the TI zone has demonstrated that there continues to be 
no migration beyond the TI zone or the Site.  The monitoring program will continue to ensure that no 
migration beyond the TI zone or the Site occurs.   

Although EPA does not consider the indoor migration pathway from the historic source release to be 
complete for the current land use scenario, should future land use change, there would be a need to re-
evaluate the indoor air pathway at that time.  EPA will continue to monitor land use in future reviews. 

OTHER COMMENTS: None 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this five-year review is to determine if the remedy selected for the Tansitor Electronics, 
Inc. Superfund Site (Site) in Bennington, Vermont, is protective of human health and the environment.  
This report summarizes the five-year review process, investigations and remedial actions undertaken at 
the Site; evaluates the monitoring data collected; reviews the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (ARARs) specified in the Record of Decision (ROD) for changes; discusses any issues 
identified during the review; and presents recommendations to address these issues. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 (EPA) prepared this five-year review 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
'121 and the National Contingency Plan.  CERCLA '121 states: 

AIf the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial 
action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to 
assure that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action 
being implemented.  In addition, if upon such review it is the judgment of the President 
that action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the 
President shall take or require such action.  The President shall report to the Congress a 
list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any 
actions taken as a result of such reviews.@ 

The EPA interpreted this requirement further in the National Contingency Plan; 40 CFR 
'300.430(f)(4)(ii) states: 

AIf a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every 
five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.@ 

This is the second five-year review for the Site.  This statutory five-year review is required since 
hazardous contamination remains at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. The triggering action for the initial statutory review was initiation of the 
remedial action.  An environmental easement and declaration of restrictive covenants were 
recorded on the site property on July 30, 1999.  A groundwater monitoring program, begun in 
1994 during the RI/FS, has continued under a Consent Decree. Following a public comment 
period, EPA deleted the Site from the National Priorities List in September 1999 and VT ANR 
assumed the lead agency responsibility in December 1999. 

Work on this review was performed between February and September 2009.  The review was 
completed in accordance with EPA Guidance OSWER NO. 9355.7-03B-P. 
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2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY 

CHRONOLOGY OF SITE EVENTS 

EVENT DATE 

Property occupied by a farm, then a trucking company that had a two-bay 
garage building. 

Pre-1956 

Beginning in 1956, various owners have used the Site as a manufacturing 
facility for electronic capacitors.   

1956 - current 

Vishay-Tansitor Electronics, Inc. (formerly Tansitor Electronics, Inc., 
hereafter AVishay-Tansitor@) notifies EPA that organic solvents and acids had 
been disposed of onsite between 1956 and 1979.  During the period of 1975-
1979, the process waste included 1,1,1-TCA, the predominant VOC present 
in the groundwater. 

May 1981 

Subsequent to the notification, VT ANR performed site inspections and 
requested that Vishay-Tansitor initiate removal activities and implement a 
soil sampling and analysis program in the Disposal Area.  

1983 - 1987 

VOCs were detected in overburden groundwater between the Disposal Area 
and the Fire Pond. VOCs also were detected in surface water samples from 
the on-site intermittent stream and the perennial stream south of Route 9. 

1988 

EPA placed the Site on the National Priorities List. October 4, 1989 

EPA notified seven parties, the current and former owners of the Site, of their 
potential liability with respect to the Site.  

March 1989 to May 
1990 

Negotiations commenced with these potentially responsible parties (PRPs). May 11, 1990 

Two PRPs (Vishay-Tansitor and Siemens Communication Systems, Inc.) 
(hereafter, the ASettling PRPs@) enter into Administrative Order by Consent 
(AOC) with EPA and under EPA oversight commenced an RI/FS for the Site. 

September 12, 1990 

EPA issued a community relations plan (the starting point of community 
involvement).  The following month, EPA conducted interviews with city 
officials, nearby residents, and interested parties. 

October 1990 

VT ANR issued a Groundwater Reclassification Order in response to a 
Vishay-Tansitor petition.  This Order changed the classification from Class 
III to Class IV for the groundwater beneath the TI Zone. 

November 23, 1993 

Settling PRPs completed and EPA issued an RI Report.  June 10, 1994 

Settling PRPs completed and EPA issued an FS Report. February 13, 1995 

EPA published notice of the completion of the FS and the proposed plan for 
remedial action in the Bennington Banner, the major local newspaper of 

February 27, 1995 
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general circulation. 

EPA issued a ROD with State concurrence describing the remedial action to 
be implemented at the Site.  The ROD included a technical impracticability 
waiver for MCLs for a ten acre area of the Site. 

September 29, 1995  

EPA begins Consent Decree negotiations after giving opportunity to VT 
ANR and Natural Resource Trustees to participate in the negotiations. 

February 1997 

ROD Contingencies #1 and #4 triggered for MW-104M and MW-112M. October 1998 

U.S. District Court enters Consent Decree, under which Settling PRPs agree 
to perform the remedy. 

March 24, 1999 

Restrictive Covenant recorded on Vishay-Tansitor deed at the Bennington 
County Registry of Deeds. 

July 30, 1999 

EPA published in the Federal Register a Notification of Intent to Delete 
(NOID) the Site from NPL. 

August 1999 

Deletion of the Site from NPL recorded in the Federal Register September 29, 1999 

VT ANR accepts lead agency responsibility from EPA. December 3, 1999 

ROD Contingency #5 triggered for MW-112M.  January 2002 

First Five-Year Review. September 2004 

Long-term monitoring (which began in 1994) continues 2004 – 2009 
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3.0 BACKGROUND 

3.1 Physical Characteristics 

The Site consists of approximately 44 acres of land on West Road (Route 9) in the Town of 
Bennington, Vermont, and is approximately 3.5 miles west of Bennington Center (see Figure 1).  
Most of the Site (37.6 acres) is located to the north of Route 9, with the remainder of the Site (6.6 
acres) located to the south of Route 9. The portion of the Site located to the south of Route 9 
consists of forested wetlands and there are also wetlands on the property north of Route 9. 

The general topography surrounding the Site consists of rolling hills oriented north-south 
between the Green and Taconic Mountains. The Site lies at the southeastern portion of the base 
of Whipstock Hill. Elevations at the Site and close vicinity generally decrease to the south.  
Groundwater flow direction at the Site generally mimics surface contours. 

Surficial runoff from the Site (storm water, snow melt and from groundwater seeps) drains into 
the Fire Pond, an intermittent stream located onsite, and the facility storm drain system, and 
ultimately into the wetland area south of Route 9.  An unnamed east-west flowing perennial 
stream, located south of Route 9, enters the Site from the east and flows through these wetlands 
into Browns Brook, a Class B surface water body located about one-half mile offsite.  Brown 
Brook flows into the Hoosic River another three to four miles downstream. 

Glacial activity has greatly influenced the geology and hydrogeology in the vicinity of the Site.  
To the north is the Whipstock Hill drumlin, which controls the surface water and groundwater 
flow directions across and beneath the Site. Underlying the Site is approximately 180 feet of 
glacial till, a mixture of dense deposits of silty clay, clayey silt, silt, and fine to coarse sand and 
gravel. 

The till can be further divided into three units: ablation till, present from the ground surface to 
about 35 feet; a silty sand basal till about 15 feet thick; and a silty clay basal till approximately 
130 feet thick. The till overlies bedrock which is comprised of variably fractured limestone under 
the southern portion of the Site and phyllite under the northern portion. 

3.2 Land and Resource Use 

The Site is located in an area zoned Rural Conservation with a commercial corridor overlay along 
Route 9. As a manufacturing facility, Vishay-Tansitor's industrial use of the Site represents a 
grandfathered non-conforming use under the zoning regulations.  The Site is bounded to the north 
by privately owned woodland; to the east by Houran Road and a commercial property; to the 
south by wetlands; and to the west by agricultural/residential areas.  Pleasant Valley School is 
located approximately 1,200 feet east and topographically upgradient of the Site.  

Since issuance of the ROD and through the date of this five-year review, Vishay-Tansitor has 
continued to manufacture electronic capacitors at the Site.  Major site features include Vishay-
Tansitor's operating manufacturing/office building, an Etch House, a man-made pond (known as 
the Fire Pond), parking areas, a Solid Waste Disposal Area, a Disposal Area, a Concrete Pad 
Area, and a Borrow Area (see Figure 2). As discussed below, there have been no changes in land 
use at the Site or the surrounding community since issuance of the ROD. 
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Potable water supplies for the surrounding properties, as well as the water supply on the Site, are 
provided by private bedrock wells.  Prior to 1993, the aquifer beneath and in the vicinity of the 
Site was classified by VT ANR as Class III, which is defined as suitable as a source of water for 
individual domestic drinking water supply, irrigation, agricultural use, and general industrial and 
commercial use.  However, in response to a petition from Vishay-Tansitor that was based on the 
data obtained during the RI, on November 23, 1993, VT ANR issued a Groundwater 
Reclassification Order that reclassified groundwater beneath a 9.6 acre area of the Site, where 
groundwater contamination was detected, from Class III to Class IV.  Class IV groundwater is 
defined as not suitable as a source of potable water but suitable for some agricultural, industrial 
and commercial use.  This Reclassification Order was modified on March 10, 1994 to allow for a 
trained Vishay-Tansitor employee, approved by VT ANR, to conduct and report the monitoring.  
See Appendix B for the Reclassification Order. 

Subsequent to the issuance of the ROD and through the date of this five-year review, sanitary 
waste water from the Vishay-Tansitor facility has been disposed of into the Town of Bennington 
public sewer system. 

Also subsequent to the issuance of the ROD, the facility on its own discontinued use of its 
production well as its drinking water source. The facility relies on bottled water for drinking 
water, but continues to use its production well for process water in its manufacturing of electrical 
components. 

3.3 History of Contamination 

The record indicates that prior to 1956 a trucking company occupied the property and had a two-
bay garage building.  Prior to the trucking company operation, the property was farmland. 

Since 1956, various owners have used the Site as a manufacturing facility for electronic 
capacitors. In May 1981, in compliance with Section 103(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. ' 9603(c), Vishay-Tansitor notified EPA 
that organic solvents and acids had been disposed of on-site between 1956 and 1979.  Over that 
period, the estimated equivalent of 117 drums of process waste were disposed of in a 900-square 
foot area to the north of the Vishay-Tansitor manufacturing building (referred to throughout this 
five-year review as the “Disposal Area”).  During the period of 1975-1979, the process waste 
disposed in the Disposal Area included 1,1,1-TCA which is the predominant VOC present in the 
groundwater. Vishay-Tansitor also reported that some waste detergents and dilute acid solutions 
may have been discharged into the two leach fields (now out of service with the extension and 
connection to the public sanitary sewer system in 2001) or directly into the intermittent stream 
north of its manufacturing building.  Finally, Vishay-Tansitor reported that waste methanol had 
been burned periodically on the Concrete Pad. 

3.4 Initial Response 

Following the 1981 notification to EPA of hazardous waste disposal activities, VT ANR 
instructed Vishay-Tansitor to restrict access to the Fire Pond and disposal areas; define the areal 
and vertical extent of contaminated soil at the Disposal Area; remove the contaminated soil for 
proper disposal at a certified hazardous waste facility; design and implement an evaluation and 
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3.5 

monitoring program to determine the magnitude and extent of contamination resulting from the 
Site; and determine potential remedial actions. 

In 1988, Vishay-Tansitor hired a contractor to perform the site investigation requested by VT 
ANR. During this investigation, VOCs were detected in overburden groundwater samples from 
three monitoring wells located between the Disposal Area and the Fire Pond.  No VOCs were 
detected in one monitoring well upgradient of the Disposal Area or in two monitoring wells south 
of the Fire Pond. However, surface water samples from the on-site intermittent stream and the 
perennial stream south of Route 9 did reveal VOC contamination. 

Basis for Taking Action 

Pursuant to an Administrative Order by Consent effective September 12, 1990, the Settling PRPs 
commenced a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Site under EPA 
oversight. The Settling PRPs completed and EPA issued an RI Report on June 10, 1994, and the 
Settling PRPs completed and EPA issued an FS Report on February 13, 1995.  

The RI found that there were two distinct source areas of VOCs detected at the Site, the Disposal 
Area and Concrete Pad Area. Areal extent of the Disposal Area is approximately 900 square feet; 
areal extent of the Concrete Pad Area is approximately 400 square feet. 

Disposal Area soils contained low levels of VOCs, and elevated levels of silver and nickel.  The 
highest concentrations of VOCs were found in soils at a depth of seven to eight feet below the 
ground surface. No dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs) were found in the soils in this 
area, and the VOC concentrations found in the unsaturated soils did not suggest the presence of 
DNAPLs. 

Concrete Pad Area soils also contained low levels of VOCs.  The highest concentrations of VOCs 
were detected in soils at a depth of 10 to 15 feet below the ground surface.  No evidence of 
DNAPLs was observed in these soils. 

Semi-volatile organics were sporadically detected in samples from the Site.  The occurrence of 
these compounds was attributed to the combustion by-products of fossil fuels and runoff from 
road surfaces. These compounds did not appear to be related to past or current production or 
wastewater disposal processes at the facility. 

The RI identified two significant plumes or zones of VOC contamination in shallow groundwater. 
The first plume originates from the Disposal Area and extends to the Fire Pond, impacting an area 
approximately 170 feet by 260 feet, or slightly more than an acre.  Based on soil gas analyses and 
groundwater analytical data, it appeared that the plume did not exceed the width of the Fire Pond. 

Contaminants detected throughout the Disposal Area plume above federal drinking water 
standards, Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), included 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-dichloroethylene 
(1,1-DCE). The highest concentration of 1,1,1-TCA detected was 470,000 parts per billion (ppb) 
(MCL of 200 ppb); the highest concentration of 1,1-DCE detected was 3,800 ppb (MCL of 7 
ppb). Unlike the soils, with the 1,1,1-TCA concentration well above the solubility limit associated 
with DNAPL, this suggested that groundwater contamination may be present in DNAPL form.  
These concentrations were both detected in well ERM-2S. 
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The other significant plume originated from under the Concrete Pad Area, impacting an area 
approximately 60 feet by 240 feet, or about one-third of an acre.  VOCs were detected above their 
MCLs at sampling location MW-108U. The highest concentrations detected were as follows: 
1,1,1-TCA, 2000 ppb; 1,1-DCE, 180 ppb; trichloroethylene, 19 ppb (MCL of 5 ppb); and 
tetrachloroethylene, 20 ppb (MCL of 5 ppb). 

On February 27, 1995, EPA published notice of the completion of the FS and the proposed plan 
for remedial action on February 27, 1995, in the Bennington Banner, the major local newspaper 
of general circulation. EPA provided an opportunity for written and oral comments from the 
public on the proposed plan for remedial action.  

On September 29, 1995, with concurrence from VT ANR, the ROD was signed.  The ROD set 
forth a limited remedy for the Site that combined institutional controls, groundwater (and surface 
water if necessary) monitoring with contingencies for further investigation or further action, and 
five-year reviews.  The primary contaminants of concern (COCs) affecting on-site soil, 
groundwater, surface water and/or sediment were determined to be VOCs.   
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4.0 	 REMEDIAL ACTIONS 

This section describes the remedial actions selected for and implemented at the Site. 

4.1 Remedy Selection 

The September 29, 1995 ROD for the Site specified a multi-component remedy to address 
groundwater contamination.  Based on the RI, remedial action objectives were identified for the 
Site: 

$	 Eliminate or minimize the threat posed to human health and the environment by 
preventing exposure to groundwater contaminants by any individual who may 
use the groundwater within the area of the shallow plumes or within an area 
where groundwater could become contaminated as a result of pumping activities; 

$	 Prevent the migration of groundwater contamination beyond its current extent, or 
to monitor the groundwater to ensure that contamination is not migrating beyond 
its current extent; and 

$	 If technically practicable, to restore contaminated groundwater to drinking water 
standards, and to a level that is protective of human health and the environment. 

The remedy selected in the ROD specified: 

$	 Institutional controls to prevent the use of contaminated groundwater and to 
inform future purchasers of property of the groundwater restrictions associated 
with the property;   

$	 Long-term monitoring of site groundwater on a regular basis to evaluate changes 
in site conditions over time;  

$	 Contingencies for future additional investigation or further action should the 
long-term monitoring reveal that contaminants have migrated beyond their 
vertical or horizontal extent at the time of the ROD; and 

$	 Review of the Site every five years to ensure that the remedy remains protective 
of human health and the environment.  

In addition to these components of the remedy, EPA waived chemical-specific ARARs for a 9.6- 
acre portion of the Site. This area, designated as the Technical Impracticability Zone (TI Zone), 
has the same surficial dimensions as the Class IV zone established in the November 1993 
Vermont Groundwater Reclassification Order (and modified in February 1994).  Unlike the Class 
IV area, the TI Zone also has a vertical dimension and that extends to the bedrock surface.  As 
more fully explained in the ROD, the site geology and hydrology that limited the spreading of the 
contamination also made restoration through an engineering approach impracticable, and thus 
EPA determined that it would be technically impracticable to attain groundwater standards within 
a reasonable period of time.  See Figure 2 for the TI Zone/Class IV boundary.    

Institutional controls were to be established to prevent the use of groundwater impacted by the 
Site and to inform future purchasers of the property of the groundwater restrictions associated 
with the property.  These institutional controls were to consist of deed restrictions to provide 
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permanent, enforceable restrictions on the use of groundwater at the Site.  The Vermont 
Groundwater Reclassification Order would also serve to restrict use of the Site groundwater. 

The deed restrictions were to provide the following: 

(1) No water supply well was to be installed in either the overburden soils or bedrock 
within the area designated as a Class IV Groundwater Area by the State of Vermont 
(marked generally by MW-107U in the northeast, the Eastern Leach Field in the 
southeast, MW109U in the southwest, and the Water Reservoir in the northwest). 

(2) No water supply well was to be installed in either the overburden soils or bedrock 
within the Class III Area on the Vishay-Tansitor property without prior EPA approval.  
At the time of the ROD (and continuing to this day), Vishay-Tansitor's operating facility 
was drawing its process water from a bedrock well located west of the Class IV area.  
EPA acknowledged that either the current owner or potential future owners of the 
property may need or desire another source of water outside the Class IV Area at some 
time in the future because of possible failure of the existing well or development on other 
parts of the property.  Because the addition of a new well, however, could cause 
contaminants to migrate or otherwise affect the contaminant plumes, EPA would require 
for any proposal for a new well a demonstration that such an action would not induce 
movement of the contaminants into uncontaminated areas.  This demonstration would 
include, at a minimum, pump tests and laboratory analysis for VOCs.  Should the 
demonstration indicate the proposed well would have an adverse affect on the plume, as 
determined by EPA, it would not be installed. It was (and is) not the intent of EPA to 
preclude the use of other areas of the Site with this requirement, rather it was (and is) to 
ensure that the institutional controls and monitoring remain protective and that further 
migration is prevented.  

In the event that new water supply wells are installed with EPA approval in the future, 
additional monitoring positions located between the contaminant plume and the new 
water supply well may be required.  These positions would be used to monitor for 
possible changes in on-site groundwater flow patterns (as it affects contaminant 
distribution). The water level monitoring program would be accomplished through the 
periodic use of continuous recorders on selected monitoring wells during seasonal low 
water periods. 

(3) The existing production well located at the Tansitor Site would not be used to extract 
more than 20,000 gallons of water per day, without prior EPA approval, as increased use 
of groundwater at and in the vicinity of the plumes could adversely affect the plumes.  
Therefore, if use and pumping of the current well were to be proposed beyond the level 
of the RI pump test, which was approximately 20,000 gallons per day, a determination 
would be made by EPA as to the potential impact on the plumes. 

(4) The TI Zone would be used solely for industrial and commercial purposes, unless 
other uses of the TI Zone were approved by EPA. 

(5) No excavation or construction activities that would disturb the soil within the TI Zone 
would be undertaken without EPA approval. 
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(6) All of the above-listed restrictions were to remain in effect as long as contaminated 
groundwater is present at the Site at levels in excess of federal drinking water standards, 
and at levels that are not protective of human health and the environment. 

With respect to the State or local requirements, as noted above, the State of Vermont reclassified 
the groundwater in the area of the contaminated plumes from Class III to Class IV groundwater.  
Class IV groundwater under the state classification system is considered not suitable as a source 
of potable water but suitable for some agricultural, industrial, or commercial use.  In addition, the 
Reclassification Order stated that a review of the monitoring data be performed by VT ANR after 
five years of monitoring, and possibly thereafter for successive five-year intervals.  While VT 
ANR took this action independently of EPA, EPA believed that the reclassification, together with 
institutional controls described above, would effectively prevent future exposure to contaminated 
groundwater at the Tansitor Site. 

The ROD-specified monitoring program was to be implemented to demonstrate that the 
conceptual model presented was correct, i.e., that the contaminants are not migrating horizontally 
beyond the Fire Pond or vertically toward the bedrock.  The monitoring was also be used to 
evaluate the overall protectiveness of the remedy.  The groundwater monitoring program was to 
include sampling and analytical methods that were appropriate for groundwater sampling and that 
accurately measure hazardous constituents in the samples.  Monitoring was to be performed in 
wells located at and around the property boundary and within the interior of the Site to monitor 
the levels, distribution, and migration of VOCs, silver, and lead.  Monitoring was also to include 
water level measurements. 

Groundwater monitoring for VOCs was to be conducted semi-annually in the spring and fall for a 
period of at least five years.  EPA concurred with VT ANR regarding the sampling locations, 
frequency, and analytes for the groundwater monitoring required by the November 1993 Vermont 
Groundwater Reclassification Order. Therefore, the monitoring data collected in accordance with 
the Reclassification Order were deemed suitable as part of the semi-annual monitoring required 
by the ROD. 

Groundwater monitoring for silver and lead was to be conducted semi-annually in the spring and 
fall for a period of at least three years.  As with the VOCs, monitoring data for silver and lead 
collected in accordance with the Reclassification Order prior to the ROD were deemed suitable 
for this monitoring.  The monitoring program was to include selected groundwater monitoring 
wells. To evaluate the vertical extent of the contaminant plume, the following existing medium 
depth and bedrock wells were to be included in all semi-annual monitoring: MW-101M, MW-
112M, MW-104M, MW-105M, MW-103M, ERM-5D, and MW-103R. To evaluate the 
horizontal extent of the contaminant plumes, the following existing shallow wells were to be 
included in all semi-annual monitoring: ERM-2S, MW-104U, ERM-4S, MW-108U, ERM-5S, 
MW-109U, MW-110U, MW-114U and MW-ELF. 

After five years, as determined by EPA, the frequency and list of analytes monitored in the 
groundwater (and surface water if applicable) would be evaluated and possibly reduced, in 
accordance with relevant and appropriate RCRA groundwater monitoring standards.  Subsequent 
to the initial reassessment, the duration and scope of monitoring activities would be reassessed 
periodically based on sampling results and observed trends.  At a minimum, these reassessments 
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would occur during each five-year site review. 

Finally, all monitoring reports were to include documentation detailing the level of use of the 
existing water supply well at the Site, consistent with the requirement that this well would not be 
used to extract more than 20,000 gallons of water per day.  

The ROD established contingencies in the event that wells outside the current contaminant 
plumes become impacted.  These contingencies for future action would be triggered in the event 
that contamination above specified levels was detected in the existing monitoring wells. 

The contingencies were ordered in terms of depth, beginning with shallow wells and moving 
down to bedrock. This appeared to be the most likely sequence for detection of contaminants, 
should migration occur from the current plumes.  With each contingency, an evaluation of the 
field sampling and analytical methods would be performed in the event of detection of a 
contaminant of concern.  The monitoring well in question would be resampled if the review 
indicated the methods did not meet data quality objectives.  If the evaluation indicated the 
detection was valid, the frequency of sampling for the appropriate well or wells would be 
increased to quarterly for overburden wells and monthly for bedrock wells to characterize 
seasonal fluctuations and migration trends. 

For each contingency, the concentrations of contaminants were to be compared to their respective 
and applicable standard: MCLs, non-zero MCLGs, or Vermont drinking water standards where 
more stringent (VT GWPRS are applicable at the Class III/IV boundary), or health-based levels if 
the contaminant has no promulgated standard.  

The final component of the ROD remedy was five-year reviews.  Because contaminants would 
remain onsite that would not allow unrestricted use of the property, EPA would review the Site at 
least once every five years after the initiation of the remedial action at the Site to assure that the 
remedial action continues to be protective of human health and the environment.  

4.2 Remedy Implementation 

This section describes the implementation of the components of the remedy specified in the 1995 
ROD. 

4.2.1 Institutional Controls 

Following the entry of the Consent Decree in March 1999, the Settling PRPs submitted a draft 
Environmental Protection Easement and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants to EPA and VT 
ANR. This document was approved by EPA and then recorded July 30, 1999 on the property 
deed at the Town Clerk=s Office for the Town of Bennington, Bennington County.  The covenants 
included the restrictions listed above in Section 4.1. 

4.2.2 Groundwater Monitoring 

The ROD required the implementation of a semi-annual groundwater monitoring program for at 
least five years.  If the action levels established by the ROD were exceeded, the ROD required 
further evaluation of the remedial action via contingencies described in the ROD.  The ROD 
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established a three-dimensional Technical Impracticability Zone where drinking water standards 
were waived. Outside the TI Zone, drinking water standards were set as the action levels, or 
standards, for all groundwater contaminants. 

EPA determined that the groundwater monitoring collected in accordance with the Vermont 
Groundwater Reclassification Order was deemed suitable for the semi-annual monitoring 
required in the ROD. Pursuant to the November 1993 Reclassification Order, beginning in May 
1994, twelve monitoring wells were sampled for VOCs, and silver and lead.  Pursuant to the 
September 1995 ROD, beginning in October 1995 an additional four monitoring wells were 
included in the semi-annual sampling.  The results for the wells within the TI Zone were then 
compared to the contingencies established in the ROD and the wells outside the TI Zone (both 
outside it laterally and also those beneath it) were compared to federal or state drinking water 
standards. The results of the selected sampling events are discussed in Section 6.4.3. 

Following the completion of the fall 1998 sampling event, the groundwater monitoring program 
was adjusted so that the sampling frequency of MW-104M and MW-112M was increased to 
quarterly beginning in January 1999, as a result of  periodic exceedances of Contingencies #1 and 
#4 (see below). In addition, sampling for silver and lead was discontinued, with the exception of 
lead in ERM-5S. 

Subsequent to this, MW-112U was added to the groundwater monitoring program in January 
2000. 

Following a review of the data by the Vermont Groundwater Coordinating Committee in 
connection with the five-year review period established in the Groundwater Reclassification 
Order, VT ANR notified Tansitor on September 5, 2001 that lead was not present above 
groundwater quality enforcement standards and therefore, the sampling of ERM-5S for lead could 
be discontinued. 

Contingency #5 was triggered for MW-112M after the fall 2001 sampling event.  As a result, the 
frequency of monitoring of the MW-105M and the Vishay-Tansitor production well sampling 
was increased to quarterly. 

4.2.3 Contingencies 

The 1995 ROD established six contingencies in the event that wells outside the contaminant 
plumes at the time of ROD later became impacted.  These were later expanded to eight 
contingencies in the Statement of Work, Appendix I to the Consent Decree, to include a new 
water supply well proposal and associated work plans.  Contingencies 1, 4, and 5 have been 
triggered and discussed further below. 

Contingency #1 of the SOW would be triggered if concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or 
any other contaminants were detected at or above one half their respective standard in monitoring 
wells beyond the extent of the plumes at the time of the ROD  (i.e., in wells 101M, 104M, 105M, 
103M, ERM-5D, ERM-4S, ERM-5S, 109U, 110U, and 114U).  Contingency #1 was triggered in 
MW-104M for 1,1-DCE in the fall 1996 sampling round.  Quarterly sampling of this well began 
in January 1999. 
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4.3  

Contingency #4 of the SOW would be triggered if concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or 
any other contaminants were detected at or above their respective standard in any of the medium 
depth monitoring wells, 101M, 112M, 104M, 105M, 103M, or ERM-5D.  Contingency #4 was 
triggered in MW-104M and MW-112M for 1,1-DCE in the fall 1998 sampling round and the 
Settling PRPs submitted to EPA and VT ANR a Conceptual Model Evaluation Plan. Quarterly 
sampling of both wells began in January 1999 and the Conceptual Model Evaluation Plan was 
submitted and approved in the spring of 1999. 

Contingency #5 of the SOW,  if concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or any other 
contaminants were detected at or above five times their respective standard for four consecutive 
quarters in any of the medium depth compliance monitoring wells, 101M, 112M, 104M, 105M, 
103M, or ERM-5D, the Settling PRPs were to submit to EPA and VT DEC a Bedrock Monitoring 
Plan which would include a plan and schedule for selection, construction and monitoring for 
additional monitoring wells to determine the vertical extent of the plume.  This contingency was 
triggered in MW-112M for 1,1-DCE in the fall 2001 sampling round.  At a meeting on November 
16, 2001 between VT ANR, EPA, and the Settling PRPs agreed to initiate a phased approach to 
the bedrock monitoring plan.  Sampling of the Tansitor production well and MW-105M would be 
increased to quarterly and further assessment of the MW-112M data would be undertaken to 
determine whether additional medium depth wells would be needed. 

Systems Operation/O&M 

The ROD estimated net present worth O&M annual costs at $30,600 for thirty years of operation, 
primarily for the semi-annual sampling and reporting.  As the selected remedy relied on 
institutional controls and monitoring, neither the ROD nor the 1995 Consent Decree established 
any specific operation and maintenance requirements.  The Settling PRPs have maintained the 
monitoring wells as part of the regular facility grounds maintenance. 

Annual Long-Term Monitoring Costs 

Year Total Cost rounded to nearest $1,000 

Contractor/Laboratory EPA Regulatory Oversight* 

2004 $24,000 NA 

2005 $16,000 $6,000 

2006 $23,000 NA 

2007 $20,000 NA 

2008 $17,000 NA 
* In the 1999 Consent Decree, EPA waived its first $40,000 of oversight costs.  To date, that figure has not been 
reached. The 2005 figure represents the costs of the first five-year review that was completed in-house.  

On September 15, 1999, EPA and VT ANR conducted a pre-certification site inspection pursuant 
to the Consent Decree, Section XIV, Certification of Completion.  Subsequently, the Settling 
PRPs’ consultant, GZA GeoEnvironmental Inc., submitted a Report of Completion of Remedial 
Action in October 1999. On November 10, 1999, EPA approved the report and certified that 
Completion of Remedial Action had been completed consistent with Consent Decree 
requirements. 
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5.0 	 PROGRESS SINCE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 

This is the second five-year review for the Site.  The first five-year review, completed by EPA in 
2004, concluded that because the remedial actions implemented for the Site were protective, the 
Site was protective of human health and the environment.  Institutional controls had been 
recorded. The institutional controls prevented exposure to site groundwater, thereby ensuring the 
Site remains protective of human health.  In addition, Vermont reclassified the groundwater 
beneath the TI Zone to non-potable use only.   Annual reports certified compliance with the 
institutional controls and the Vermont Groundwater Reclassification Order.  Groundwater 
monitoring within the TI Zone showed gradual reductions in concentrations of contaminants.  
Groundwater monitoring beneath and outside the TI Zone demonstrated that there was no 
migration beyond the TI Zone or the Site.  The monitoring program would continue to ensure that 
no migration beyond the TI Zone or the Site is occurring. 

The 2004 Five-Year Review identified three issues: 

▪	 The potential presence of 1,4-dioxane (reported to be commonly used as a stabilizer for 1,1,1-
TCA) needs to be evaluated, particularly as it is more soluble than 1,1,1-TCA and therefore may 
have moved farther from the release area. 

▪	 EPA has released a draft guidance on vapor intrusion pathway.  Although this guidance is not 
expected to be used for settings that are primarily occupational, it recommends that the facility be 
alerted to the potential of this exposure pathway and consider any potential risks that may result. 

▪	 Given the extensive groundwater data set accumulated since the ROD, and the hydrologic 
conditions present at the Site, it may be appropriate to reassess the sampling frequency. 

Consequently, the 2004 Five-Year Review made the following recommendations: 

▪	 Add 1,4-dioxane to the groundwater monitoring program to determine its presence, and if present, 
its distribution on the Site. If it is present and has a similar distribution of the other contaminants 
of concern, then add it to the long-term monitoring program. 

▪	 Discuss the vapor intrusion pathway with the facility. 

▪	 Reassess the frequency of sampling based on the conceptual site model. 
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Actions Taken Since the Last Five-Year Review 

Issues from Recommendations/ Party Milestone Action Taken and Date of 
Previous Review Follow-up Actions Responsible Date Outcome Action 
Potential 
presence of 1,4-
dioxane 

Add 1,4-dioxane to the 
monitoring plan  

PRPs Fall 2004 1,4-dioxane added to 
monitoring plan 

Spring 2005 

Potential vapor 
intrusion into 
building 

Discuss pathway with 
facility 

EPA Fall 2004 PRPs compared RI 
soil vapor data with 
OSHA 8-hr TWA 
standards 

Fall 2004 

Reassess long-
term monitoring 
plan 

Reassess the sampling 
plan based on the 
Conceptual Site Model 

PRPs/VTANR Fall 2004 Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan 
modified 

September 
2005 
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6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 

6.1 Administrative Components 

EPA, the lead agency for this five-year review, notified VT ANR in February 2009 that the five-
year review would be completed.  Michael Smith of VT ANR was part of the review team.   

The schedule established by EPA included completion of the review by September 2009. 

6.2 Community Notification and Involvement 

For this five-year review EPA prepared a public notice for the local paper announcing the five-
year review and requesting public participation.  The public notice was published in the 
Bennington Banner on July 16, 2009.  There has been no response from the public to either the 
VT ANR or EPA regarding the five-year review. 

In the initial stages of the Superfund program, community concern and involvement in the Site 
was low to moderate.  Since the site’s deletion from the National Priorities List in 1999, 
community concern and involvement has been minimal. 

The Bennington Free Library serves as the local repository for the site records.  EPA’s project 
manager contacted the reference librarian on August 24, 2009 to gauge the level of interest in the 
site file. According to the reference librarian, the files are accessed occasionally. 

6.3 Document Review 

This five-year review included a review of relevant documents including decision documents, 
monitoring reports, institutional controls, and trust fund annual financial reports. 

6.4 Groundwater Monitoring Data Review 

A review was completed of the monitoring reports.  A summary of relevant data regarding the 
components of the Site remedy is presented below. 

The ROD specified a monitoring program to address the potential for migration of 1,1,1-TCA, 
1,1-DCE, and other contaminants in groundwater (see Section 4.1).  Groundwater sampling 
began in the spring 1991 for the Phase 1A RI, continued through the FS, the September 1995 
ROD, the September 1999 deletion from the NPL, and continues based on the revised schedules 
approved by VT ANR in 2005 and 2009.  Beginning with the spring 1994 groundwater sampling, 
the sampling has also fulfilled the requirements of the November 1993 Vermont Groundwater 
Reclassification Order. 

Data from groundwater monitoring wells sampled since the spring 1994 are shown on Table 1.   
A summary of the wells follows, beginning from the upgradient location through the TI Zone 
down to Route 9. See Figure 2 for monitoring well locations. 

MW-101M/R wells were installed during the 1991 Phase 1A RI to the northeast of the Disposal 
Area. These wells are screened in the sandy basal till and bedrock respectively.  They are outside 
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the TI Zone that was established in the September 1995 ROD.  Vertical gradient is typically 
downward. Because no contaminants had ever been detected in either of these wells, as part of 
the monitoring adjustment made after the 2004 Five-Year Review, VT ANR as the lead agency 
for the Site approved the removal of these wells from the sampling program.   

ERM-2S was installed prior to the RI in response to the request from VT ANR for an 
investigation of site conditions and is located just off the southwest corner of the Disposal Area.  
It is screened in the shallow ablation till.  From the beginning this has been the most 
contaminated monitoring well, with 1,1,1-TCA concentrations initially as high as 470,000 Fg/L. 
The 2004 FYR reported that concentrations of all contaminants at ERM-2S had been decreasing 
since 1998 and were the rates to remain constant, the 1,1,1-TCA MCL could be approached in the 
next 20-30 years.  An update of the exponential decay curve (see Figure 3A) projects a similar 
extrapolation where 1,1,1-TCA concentrations at ERM-2S would decrease below the MCL in 
approximately another 20 to 25 years.  However, this extrapolation should be viewed as a rough 
estimate for the following reasons.  The decreasing trend appears to continue in the fall data, yet 
the spring data reveals little change in the past five years.  Second, the R2 value, the statistical 
measurement of how well the data fit the projection, is 0.67 (the range for R2 is from 0.0 to 1.0 
and the closer to 1.0, the greater the confidence in the “goodness-to-fit”) suggesting this 
extrapolation should be viewed with caution.  And further, this extrapolation assumes a 
continuous rate of decline whereas historically these rates slow down as concentrations decrease 
and become asymptotic with little decline (see Figure 3B).  Nonetheless, while the precision 
regarding the rate of decrease is not certain, overall the concentrations have been consistently 
decreasing and thus in 2009 VT ANTR approved the change in sampling frequency from semi-
annual (spring and fall) to annual (spring).  

MW-112U/M wells were installed during the 1992 Phase 1B RI downgradient of MW-101 and 
the southeastern corner of the Disposal Area. MW-112U is screened in the shallow ablation till 
and MW-112M is screened at the top of the silty clay section of the basal till.  Vertical gradient is 
typically downward toward MW-112M.  MW-112U was not originally part of the long-term 
monitoring, but was added to the program in January 2000.  As noted in Section 4.2.3, MW-
112M triggered Contingency #4 and thus its sampling frequency was increased to quarterly in 
1999. The sampling frequency for both wells was reduced to semi-annual in 2005 as there was 
no significant difference in concentrations from one sampling event to the next.  The sampling 
frequency for both wells was further modified to annual (spring) by VT ANR in 2009.  

The 2004 FYR reported that 1,1,1-TCA concentrations in MW-112U were decreasing at a similar 
rate as ERM-2S and projected approaching the MCL in 15-20 years.  The 1,1,1-TCA 
concentrations have continued to decrease since the 2004 FYR but at a slower rate than at ERM-
2S. This is not unreasonable as MW-112U is farther from the original source area.  The updated 
exponential decay curve (see Figure 4) suggests 1,1,1-TCA might attain the MCL in the next 75 
to 80 years.  That the projection has changed is not surprising given the relative location of MW-
112U in the plume; further it is noted that the R2 value for this extrapolation is 0.05, indicating 
that no definitive trend has developed. 

The 2004 FYR indicated that 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE concentrations at MW-112M had been 
increasing from 1994 through 2004.  Since then, concentrations for both compounds appear to 
have stabilized with 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE concentrations about 600 and 150 Fg/L, 
respectively. 
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MW-104U/M wells were installed during the 1991 Phase 1A RI downgradient of the Disposal 
Area and just upgradient of the Fire Pond. These wells are screened in the shallow ablation till 
and sandy basal till, respectively.  Vertical gradient is typically upward toward MW-104U as the 
groundwater discharges to the Fire Pond and the ground surface at this location is often saturated 
with MW-104M showing flowing artesian conditions.  As noted in Section 4.2.3, MW-104M 
triggered Contingency #4 and thus its sampling frequency was increased to quarterly in 1999.  
The sampling frequency for both wells was reduced to semi-annual in 2005 as there was no 
significant difference in concentrations from one sampling event to the next.  The sampling 
frequency for both wells was further modified to annual (spring) by VT ANR in 2009. 

The 2004 FYR reported that 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-DCE and 1,1-DCA concentrations at MW-104U had 
fluctuated since sampling began, generally between 500 - 1200 Fg/L, 5 – 25 Fg/L, and 100 – 450 Fg/L, 
respectively.  Data collected from October 2004 through spring 2008 are consistent with the previous 
data, continuing to fluctuate. This is expected since it is the farthest away from the original source area.  
As the plume migrates from the source area, concentrations at this well will likely remain consistent for 
several years and it is likely that concentrations at this well have not yet peaked.  The updated exponential 
decay curve (see Figure 5) reflects this with an R2 value of 0.003, statistically indicating there is no trend 
in the data. 

Concentrations in MW-104M had shown a similar pattern during the period covered in the 2004 
FYR, but in the years following that review, concentrations  of 1,1,-TCA and 1,1-DCE have 
decreased such that both compounds are now meeting their respective MCL.   

ERM-4S was installed prior to the RI in response to the request from VT ANR for an 
investigation of site conditions and is located between the manufacturing building and the Fire 
Pond. It is screened in the shallow ablation till. It had been sampled semi-annually and no 
contaminants above 2 Fg/L have ever been detected in this well. Consequently, in 2009 VT ANR 
agreed to the remove this well from the Long-Term Monitoring program. 

MW-105M was installed during the Phase 1A RI adjacent to ERM-4S to determine whether the 
Disposal Area plume was moving past the Fire Pond to the west.  It is screened at the bottom of 
the sandy basal till.  Since 2001, 1,1,1-TCA has been detected at very low concentrations, 1J to 5 
Fg/L. Since the 2004 FYR, concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE have continued to 
marginally increase, up to 11 and 4 Fg/L, respectively.  The sampling frequency continues to be 
quarterly. 

MW-103M/R wells were installed during the Phase 1A RI downgradient of the Fire Pond.  These 
were screened in the sandy basal till and bedrock, respectively.  These wells exhibit an upward 
gradient, such that the groundwater flow is upward toward the ground surface and MW-103R 
typically is under flowing artesian conditions where groundwater flows out of the well onto the 
land surface. No contaminants have ever been detected in these wells above the method detection 
levels. The sampling frequency of these wells has been annual (spring) since September 2005. 

ERM-5S/D wells were installed prior to the RI in response to the request from VT ANR for an 
investigation of site conditions and are located near the southeastern corner of the Fire Pond.  
These wells exhibit an upward gradient, with ERM-5D often under flowing artesian conditions. 
No contaminants have ever been detected in these wells above the method detection levels. The 
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6.5  

sampling frequency of these wells has been annual (spring) since September 2005. 

MW-108U was installed during the Phase 1A RI to assess the potential plume emanating from the 
Concrete Pad Area. It is located adjacent to the northeast corner of the manufacturing building 
and is screened in the shallow ablation till. In addition to 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE, 
tetrachloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), 1,1-DCA, and 1,2-DCE  are also present in 
the Concrete Pad Area plume.  The 2004 FYR reported that with the exception of 1,1-DCA, all 
of the other compounds had similar decreasing trends, apparently peaking in the 1997 to 1999 
time interval.  Data collected from October 2004 through spring 2008 exhibit continuing 
decreasing trends with a five-fold decrease in 1,1,1-TCA and approximately two-fold decrease in 
the other compounds, including 1,1-DCA.  The sampling frequency for both wells was reduced to 
semi-annual in 2009 as there has been no significant difference in concentrations from one 
sampling event to the next. 

MW-109U and MW-110U were installed during the Phase 1A RI in 1991 and are located in the 
facility parking areas adjacent to Route 7.  MW-109U is the most downgradient well within the 
TI Zone and MW-110U is located 150’ west of the southwestern corner of the TI Zone.  Both are 
screened in the ablation till. No contaminants have ever detected in these wells above the method 
detection levels and their sampling frequency was decreased from semi-annual to annual in 
September 2005.  In 2009, VT ANR modified the sampling frequency of MW-110U to once 
every two years; MW-109U continues to be sampled annually. 

MW-114U was installed in response to the October 1993 Groundwater Reclassification Order.  It 
is located on the south side of Route 7 (the southern boundary pf the TI zone is the north side of 
Route 7) and it is screened in the shallow ablation till.  No contaminants have ever been detected 
in this well above the method detection levels and its sampling frequency was decreased from 
semi-annual to annual in September 2005.  In 2009, VT ANR modified the sampling frequency of 
MW-114U to once every two years. 

Site Inspection 

EPA conducted a five-year review inspection on April 30, 2009 with representatives from 
Vishay-Tansitor, Siemens Communications Systems, GZA GeoEnvironmental Inc. (GZA, the 
consultant for Vishay-Tansitor and Siemens) and VT ANR. 

The inspection began with a meeting where the outlook of the facility was presented and then the 
monitoring data and the long-tem responsibilities were discussed.  Following the meeting, the 
parties conducted a site walkover, and located and inspected the monitoring wells.  Following the 
site inspection, the EPA representative drove around the neighborhoods contiguous to the Site to 
check for new homes and developments.  

The Vishay-Tansitor property, as noted above, is an operating manufacturing facility and has 
been since 1956. The property is accessed through two entrances from Route 7.  The property is 
not fenced along Route 7 or along the property boundary.  There remains a fence around the 
Disposal Area and another one around the Fire Pond.  Beyond the buildings and parking areas, 
the grounds are maintained as mowed lawns.  Farther to the back, near the base of Whipstock 
Hill, the property is wooded.  The property on the south side of Route 7 is a wetland.  On the day 
of the site inspection for this five-year review, there was no indication of any disturbance of the 
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grounds or any excavation within the TI Zone.  The monitoring wells appeared to be in 
acceptable condition with no indication of frost displacement and all riser caps were secured. 

It was reported in previous discussions with Vishay-Tansitor that passive diffusion bags could not 
be set in wells ERM-2S, ERM-5S, and MW-108U so these wells had been sampled following 
low-flow procedures. In October 2008, Vishay-Tansitor personnel were unable to collect a 
sample from MW-104U using a passive diffusion bag and therefore switched back to low-flow 
sampling procedures using a bailer. 

The roads in the vicinity of the Site were driven to check for new development/new use.  The area 
remains predominantly rural residential interspersed with agricultural properties. There did not 
appear to be any changes on Pleasant Valley Road to the southeast.  On the 2004 inspection of 
this 1.2 mile road there were sixteen houses, three Christmas tree farms, one small corn field, and 
one motel with a few separate cottages.  The same number of homes, tree farms, fields and motel 
were observed on the 2009 inspection. On Route 7 itself, a motorcycle shop and a farm produce 
store are east of the Site, and a motel with a few units and a farm are west of the Site.  All of these 
have been present many years; the motel and farm dating back at least to the beginning of the RI 
negotiations in 1990. These properties appear to remain unchanged in 2009 other than the 
expansion to a second floor for the motorcycle shop. 

Houran Road leads off from Route 7, east of the Site and winds past the Site to the north.  It also 
is predominantly rural residential interspersed with agricultural properties.  No new homes were 
noted. 

The New York state line is approximately a half mile west of the Site.  The 2004 inspection noted 
two new developments to the northwest, both more than a mile away from the Site.  A quarry had 
opened on the northwest side of Whipstock Hill (the Site is located on the southeast slope of the 
hill) and a divided highway (Route 7 bypass) had opened.  No land use changes since the 2004 
inspection were noted during the 2009 inspection. 

6.6 Interviews 

EPA had general discussions with Vishay-Tansitor personnel, GZA, and VT ANR staff during 
the site visit on April 30, 2009. Information regarding zoning was obtained from the Town of 
Bennington personnel following the site visit. An interview with Bennington Free Library was 
conducted via telephone. 

Michael Smith has been the VT ANR project manager since 1993 and the lead agency 
representative since December 1999.  He coordinates the Groundwater Committee reviews for the 
Groundwater Reclassification Order and provides the state agencies= comments on the 
Groundwater Monitoring and Conceptual Model Evaluation reports.  He has approved the 
monitoring modifications currently in place and is satisfied with Vishay-Tansitor=s monitoring 
program. 

Adrian Paris and Brett Libby, Vishay-Tansitor staff, were performing the spring sampling event.  
The Vishay-Tansitor plant manager, the Director of Operations, the Director of Health and 
Safety, and a representative from Siemens Communications accompanied VT ANR and EPA 
representatives on the site inspection. Mr. Paris prepares the quarterly monitoring reports and 
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Mr. Libby is responsible for the sampling and maintenance of the monitoring wells.  The site 
walkover located each well within the TI Zone that is in the sampling program.  Several of these 
wells exhibited flowing artesian conditions. 

The environmental easement and restrictive covenants attached to the Vishay-Tansitor deed were located 
in the Town Clerk=s office (Book 354, Page 164). Town staff stated that the public sanitary sewer system, 
although it extends out to the facility along Route 7, has no other connections in the half mile east of the 
facility along Route 7.  Town water service ends at the intersection of Route 7 and Pleasant Valley Road, 
about a quarter-mile east of the facility.  The zoning for the area remains unchanged, Rural Conservation 
District. The Town of Bennington Land Use & Development Regulations, adopted February 23, 2004 and 
last amended June 12, 2006, defines the purpose of the Rural Conservation District as “to preserve the 
rural character, scenic landscape and natural resources of the area while accommodating low density 
residential development in a manner that avoids the need for public water supply and public sewer 
systems”.  As noted earlier, Vishay-Tansitor’s industrial use of the Site represents a grandfathered non-
conforming use under the zoning regulations 
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7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 

7.1 	 Question A: Is The Remedy Functioning As Intended By The Decision 
Documents? 

Yes. 

Remedial action performance. The RAOs were noted above (see Section 4.1). The threat posed 
to human health through exposure to groundwater is being prevented by institutional controls.  
An environmental easement and restrictive covenants are recorded to the property deed.  The 
Settling PRPs certify annually that there has been compliance with all the institutional controls 
(see Section 4.1). No excavation or disturbance of the soils within the TI Zone has occurred.  The 
use of the Site has not changed since the 1995 ROD. 

The threat posed to the environment through exposure from contaminated groundwater 
discharging to the land surface also has not occurred.  Surface water samples collected from the 
Fire Pond during the RI showed only sporadic VOC concentrations at the method detection 
levels. Groundwater from the shallow downgradient wells south of the Fire Pond have never 
shown any contamination thereby indicating that contaminated groundwater is not discharging to 
the wetlands south of Route 7. Additionally, contingency #3 which pertains to concentrations in 
the shallow monitoring wells located along Route 7 and would require surface water and 
sediment sampling has never been triggered.  

Groundwater monitoring to ensure that contamination has not migrated beyond the extent at the 
time of the ROD has continued under both the 1999 Consent Decree and the 1993 Groundwater 
Reclassification Order. The monitoring has demonstrated that the contamination has not migrated 
horizontally beyond the Fire Pond.  Monitoring prior to the 2004 FYR indicated that 1,1,1-TCA 
and 1,1-DCE concentrations were increasing in one medium depth well (MW-112M) since 
monitoring began in 1994.  However, since then, as noted in Section 6.4 above, concentrations of 
these compounds appear to have stabilized.  Further, the groundwater data indicate that the 
plume has stabilized, with no expansion of the plume either vertically or horizontally.  

In addition to MW-112M, there are two other medium depth wells with measurable 
concentrations, MW-104M and MW-105M. At MW-104M, which is located north of the Fire 
Pond in an upward gradient area, concentrations have decreased to or below the performance 
standards. At MW-105M, which is west of the Fire Pond, concentrations are slowly increasing, 
with 1,1,1-TCA concentrations well below its MCL of 200 ppb whereas the 1,1-DCE 
concentrations are approaching its MCL of 7 ppb (11 ppb and 4.5 ppb, respectively, in spring 
2009). 

The third RAO, to restore contaminated groundwater to drinking water standards if technically 
practicable has not been achieved. As noted earlier, it was determined prior to the ROD that it 
was technically impracticable to restore the groundwater to drinking water standards within a 
reasonable time frame for several reasons.  These included the extremely dense soils which would 
essentially prohibit the extraction of the contaminated groundwater and the probability that as 
least some portion of the contamination was in DNAPL form, and thereby creating a long-term 
source within the saturated soils. 
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Operations and Maintenance.  Neither the ROD nor Consent Decree specified any O&M tasks.  
With the recording of the environmental easement and restrictive covenants in July 1999, the 
remedial action was determined to be complete per EPA=s guidance. The monitoring wells are 
maintained as part of regular grounds maintenance for the facility. 

Opportunities for Optimization.  Based on the extensive data collected since 1994 and trends in 
water quality, the number and frequency of monitoring locations have been reduced, first in 1999, 
then in 2005, and just recently in August 2009.  In addition, the switch to diffusion bag samplers, 
in wells that are accessible to them, with the approval of VT ANR in November 2001 has allowed 
for a more efficient collection of groundwater samples.  Further, VT ANR requested the 
Groundwater Monitoring and Conceptual Model Evaluation reports be submitted in electronic 
format and the Settling PRPs have done this. 

Indicators of Remedy Problems.  There are no indicators of remedy problems.  As noted above, 
MW-104U can no longer accept a diffusion bag sampler and is now being sampled following 
low-flow procedures. Data from the one sampling event after this change detected higher 
concentration levels, but whether this can be attributed to the change in sampling procedures or 
represents part of the fluctuation observed at this well cannot be determined at the time of this 
review. It is noted that the same change in sampling procedure was made at three other wells and 
the post-change data from those wells have been consistent with the previous data, indicating that 
the wells are still functioning as intended. Given the expected duration that monitoring will 
continue, evaluation of the usability of the monitoring wells should be periodically assessed.  

Implementation of Institutional Controls.  The environmental easement to the State of Vermont 
and the restrictive covenants were recorded on the property deed on July 30, 1999.  Vishay-
Tansitor has certified annually that the restrictions have been maintained and not violated, 
including the restraints on the facility=s production well and a prohibition on excavation within 
the TI Zone without agency approval. 

7.2 Question B: Are The Exposure Assumptions, Toxicity Data, Cleanup Levels 
And Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) Used At The Time Of Remedy 
Selection Still Valid? 

Yes. 

Changes in Standards and TBCs. As part of this five-year review, Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) and To Be Considered (TBC) guidance for the Site 
presented in the ROD were reviewed, and a review of current ARARs was conducted.  There 
have been no changes in the chemical-specific ARARs (MCLs or VT GWPRS) nor any location 
or action-specific ARARs. ARARs identified in the 1995 ROD and current ARARs and TBCs 
applicable to this five-year review are included in Appendix C of this report for reference. 

EPA’s risk database, Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), indicates the last significant 
revision for 1,1,1-TCA was July 2009 and that 1,4-dioxane is under external peer review.  The 
revision for 1,1,1-TCA did not change its toxicity assessment and therefore does not affect the 
selected remedy. It is anticipated that when the 1,4-dioxane toxicity assessment is finalized, the 
level will likely be lower than EPA current screening level of 6.1 ug/L.  Once the assessment is 

25
 



 
 

  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

   

 

finalized, the groundwater data should be evaluated based on the new screening level. 

Changes in Exposure Pathways.   Nine potential exposure pathways were quantitatively assessed 
as part of the risk assessment during the RI/FS.  Neither exposure to bedrock groundwater nor 
exposure to vapors were part of the quantitative assessment; the former because there was no 
contamination in the bedrock groundwater, the latter was qualitatively addressed as part of the 
groundwater ingestion pathway.  The ROD identified only ingestion of overburden groundwater 
in a future residential use exposure pathway as an unacceptable risk.  The institutional controls in 
place have eliminated this pathway. 

Land use at the Site has not changed and is not expected to significantly change as the facility 
continues to manufacture electrical components and has in fact expanded, creating more product 
lines. Future development of the Site is restricted by the environmental easement, restrictive 
covenants and the Groundwater Reclassification Order. 

Since the entry of the Consent Decree, a potential new exposure pathway was identified: vapor 
emanating from either contaminated soil or groundwater and intruding into buildings.  After this 
potential pathway was identified in the 2004 FYR, because Vishay-Tansitor is an ongoing 
manufacturing facility, the potential indoor air pathway was considered as an occupational 
exposure, and the Settling PRPs compared soil vapor data collected during the RI/FS to OSHA 
time weighted eight hour values.  The soil vapor data were found to be below the OSHA values.  
Additionally, as noted in the 2004 FYR, in response to VOC concentrations detected in the 
manhole and septic systems, Vishay-Tansitor discontinued and capped all the floor drains (the 
facility was constructed on a concrete slab with no basement or crawl space).  The facility 
continues to use solvents in its manufacturing of electrical components; it is a large quantity 
generator of hazardous waste as reported in the RCRA program (greater than 2200 pounds per 
month).  The facility’s HVAC system pulls in ambient air and the calculated rate of air exchange 
is approximately 12 times per workday in the section of the facility above the Concrete Pad 
plume.  The air exchange rate for the remainder of the facility varies from 1 – 3 times per hour, or 
8 -24 times per workday.  Additionally, venting hoods are used where etching is performed.  

VT ANR, after reviewing the air exchange information, the continued use of solvents within the 
facility, and their experience at other manufacturing or commercial sties where solvents have 
been used, indicated that they did not regard this pathway as representing a significant issue.  

Although EPA does not consider the indoor migration pathway due to the historic source release 
to be complete for the current scenario, should future land use change, there would be a need to 
re-evaluate the indoor air pathway at that time.  EPA will continue to monitor land use in future 
reviews. 

Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics.  The 2004 FYR identified 1,4-
dioxane as a potential new contaminant for the Site since it can be used as a stabilizer during the 
manufacturing of 1,1,1-TCA.  EPA has classified 1,4-dioxane as a Probable Human Carcinogen, 
recognizing the possibility that repeated exposure may increase the risk of developing cancer if 
contact rates are too high and occur for too long. A number of states have set drinking water 
guidelines ranging from 3 to 85 Fg/L (Vermont has set its standard at 20 Fg/L); no federal 
drinking water standard has been set. EPA’s risk-based groundwater screening level for drinking 
water ingestion is 6.1 μg/L. EPA is currently reassessing the toxicity of 1,4-dioxane and when 
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this process is finalized, a re-evaluation or re-screening of 1,4-dioxane in groundwater samples 
will be necessary to reflect this change.  

Following the 2004 FYR, groundwater samples collected from twelve wells (both inside and 
outside the TI Zone) during the spring 2005 monitoring event were analyzed for 1,4-dioxane.  It 
was detected in MW-112U at 26 Fg/L and in MW-104U at 15 Fg/L. The concentration at MW-
112U was above the VT GWPRS of 20 Fg/L and the concentrations at both wells exceeded 
EPA’s current risk-based screening level of 6.1 Fg/L. It was not detected in the deeper wells or 
in MW-108U downgradient of the Concrete Pad, or in any of the wells downgradient of the Fire 
Pond, or beyond the TI Zone, indicating that its distribution was similar to other compounds in 
the plume.  The monitoring program continues to sample wells MW-104U and MW-112U during 
the every other spring sampling event for 1,4-dioxane.  The laboratory results indicate 1,4-
dioxane has not detected above the method detection limits in either well since 2005. 

No other changes in toxicity or characteristics for other contaminants have been identified that 
would impact the protectiveness of the remedy. 

Changes in Risk Assessment Methods.  The human health risks discussed in the ROD have been 
eliminated by the implementation of institutional controls.  Groundwater monitoring has 
demonstrated that the contaminant plume has not migrated beyond the TI Zone.  There are no 
changes that affect the protectiveness of the remedy.  Since the target cleanup levels for 
groundwater outside the TI Zone are the MCLs and VT GWPRS rather than site-specific risk-
based concentrations, changes in risk assessment methods would not affect the protectiveness of 
the remedy. 

Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs.  The first two RAOs have been met.  The third one 
was determined to not be technically practicable.  Site-wide monitoring is ongoing, and 
groundwater contaminant levels at most locations appear to either be decreasing or have 
stabilized within the TI Zone. Should the rate of decrease remain the same, then attainment of 
MCLs and VT GWPRS for some of the wells within the TI Zone could occur within twenty to 
thirty years.  For other wells such as MW-104U where concentrations continue to fluctuate and 
may not have peaked, it is not possible to extrapolate when the groundwater performance 
standards will be attained. 

7.3 	 Question C: Has Any Other Information Come To Light That Could Call 
Into Question The Protectiveness Of The Remedy? 

No. 

No other information has been discovered that would call into question the protectiveness of the 
remedy. 

7.4 	 Technical Assessment Summary 

Based on the data reviewed, observations from the site inspection, and interviews, the remedy is 
functioning as intended by the ROD.  The institutional controls have been implemented and are 
certified annually to be in compliance.  The groundwater monitoring has demonstrated that 
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contaminants are not migrating to areas beyond the TI Zone or offsite.  Therefore, the remedy is 
functioning as designed and remains protective of human health and the environment.  
Groundwater monitoring continues and maintenance of the monitoring wells is performed as 
necessary. 

The primary ARARs for groundwater at the TI Zone boundary are the MCLs and the VT 
GWPRS. These continue to be met not only at the TI Zone boundary but also on the 
downgradient side of the Fire Pond, consistent with the Site Conceptual Model.  Groundwater 
contamination levels within the TI Zone upgradient of the Fire Pond are generally decreasing. 

As noted earlier, EPA is currently reassessing the toxicity of 1,4-dioxane and when this process is 
finalized, a re-evaluation or re-screening of 1,4-dioxane in groundwater samples will be necessary 
to reflect this change. However, as all contaminants of concern, including 1,4-dioxane, are non-
detect at the TI Zone boundary, it is not anticipated that the upcoming change in the 1,4-dioxane 
value will affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 

Land use at the Site has not changed and is not expected to change.  The Site continues as a 
manufacturing facility.  Restrictions on Vishay-Tanistor=s water production well are maintained 
and all excavations or disturbances of the soil within the TI Zone have been done with EPA 
approval. A potential additional route of exposure (vapor) was identified in the 2004 FYR. 
Because Vishay-Tansitor is an ongoing manufacturing facility, the potential indoor air pathway 
was considered as an occupational exposure and the 2004 FYR did not recommend any 
monitoring for this pathway (nor does the RCRA program require indoor air monitoring even 
though the facility is designated a RCRA large quantity generator).  Nonetheless the RI/FS soil 
vapor data were compared to OSHA 8-hour time weighted average values and were found to be 
below those values. Subsequent to this, information provided by the facility indicates that its 
HVAC systems create 8 – 24 air exchanges per day in part to deal with the facility’s continued 
use of solvents in the manufacturing process. 

Based on the current use of solvents in the manufacturing process, the presence of the slab 
foundation, and the intake of ambient air through the HVAC system, EPA and VT ANR consider 
any contribution from the historical source release would likely be minimal relative to the 
ongoing activities. If there is any change in future use of the facility, there will be a need to re-
evaluate the indoor air pathway 
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8.0 ISSUES 

The 2004 FYR identified three issues; these have been addressed in the intervening years.   

This five-year review did not identify any current issues.  

This five-year review identified four potential future issues were site conditions to change.  These 
included the reassessment of the 1,4-dioxane toxicity value, vapor intrusion, institutional controls, 
and viability of the monitoring wells..  However, as pointed out previously in this report, there are 
no indications that site conditions will change in the foreseeable future.  Therefore the likelihood 
of these potential issues affecting the protectiveness of the remedy is considered to be minimal.  

It is anticipated that the toxicity value for 1,4-dioxane will cause a lowering of EPA’s 
groundwater screening level, however 1,4-dioxane has not been detected beyond the VOC plume 
and thus does not appear to pose a threat beyond the TI Zone.  Concentrations in groundwater 
continue to decline and thus further reduce any possible contribution from the original source to 
the vapor intrusion pathway.  Regarding the institutional controls, even if the facility were to 
close (which would be counter to its expanded production), restrictive covenants running with the 
property prohibit the use of the TI Zone for residential use and there are further restrictions on 
future use of site groundwater. And finally, the monitoring wells are part of the methodology to 
measure site conditions; in themselves, they do not pose an issue to the protectiveness of the 
remedy. 

Issues 

Issues Affects Current Protectiveness Affects Future Protectiveness 
(Y/N) (Y/N) 

Re-assessment of 1,4-dioxane N N 
toxicity 
Vapor Intrusion N N 

Institutional Controls (i.e., confirm N N 
no changes in land use 

Viability of Monitoring Wells N N 
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS 

This five-year review did not identify any current issues that affect the protectiveness of the remedy but 
did identify some issues that potentially could affect the protectiveness of the remedy if unforeseen 
changes occur at the Site. Therefore, it is recommended that 1,4-dioxane data be re-evaluated when EPA 
completes the toxicity reassessment (no date has been scheduled for completing the reassessment); 
continue to monitor land use at the Site relative to the vapor intrusion pathway and institutional controls; 
and develop a process to address long-term viability of the monitoring wells. 

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 

Issue 
Recommendations 

and 
Follow-up Actions 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Milestone 
Date 

Affects Protectiveness 
(Y/N) 

Current Future 

1,4 Re-evaluate data when EPA N/A 2013 N N 
dioxane toxicity value reassessed 

Vapor Monitor land use VT ANR/EPA N/A 2103 N N 
intrusion 

Inst. Monitor land use VT ANR/EPA N/A 2103 N N 
Controls 

Viability Develop plan to repair or Settling Parties VT ANR/ 2013 N N 
of MWs replace MWs as needed EPA 
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10.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS 

Because the remedy selected for the Site is protective, the Site is protective of human health and 
the environment.  Institutional controls have been recorded.  The institutional controls have 
prevented exposure to site groundwater, thereby ensuring the Site remains protective of human 
health. In addition, Vermont reclassified the groundwater beneath the TI Zone to non-potable use 
only. 

Annual reports certify compliance with the institutional controls and the Vermont Groundwater 
Reclassification Order. Groundwater monitoring within the TI Zone has shown gradual 
reductions in concentrations of contaminants.  Groundwater monitoring beneath and outside the 
TI Zone has demonstrated that there continues to be no migration beyond the TI Zone or the Site. 
 The monitoring program will continue to ensure that no migration beyond the TI Zone or the Site 
occurs. 

A potential additional route of exposure (vapor) was identified in the 2004 FYR. Because Vishay-
Tansitor is an ongoing manufacturing facility, the potential indoor air pathway was considered as 
an occupational exposure. The RI/FS soil vapor data were compared to OSHA 8-hour time 
weighted average values and were found to be below those values.  Further, information provided 
by the facility indicates that its HVAC systems create 8 – 24 air exchanges per day in part to deal 
with the facility’s continued use of solvents in the manufacturing process. 

Based on the current use of solvents in the manufacturing process, the presence of the slab 
foundation, and the intake of ambient air through the HVAC system, EPA and VT ANR consider 
any contribution from the historical source release would likely be minimal relative to the 
ongoing activities. If there is any change in future use of the facility, there will be a need to re-
evaluate the indoor air pathway 
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11.0 NEXT REVIEW 

The next five-year review for the Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Site will be conducted in 2014.  This 
review is required since hazardous wastes remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited 
use and unrestricted exposure. 
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TANSITOR 2009 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 
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FIGURE 1: SITE LOCUS VIEWS 


Vishay-Tansitor Electronics Inc., Site, Bennington, Vermont.  New York-Vermont boundary is a half-mile to the west 

Vishay-Tansitor Electronics Inc. Site, Bennington Vermont.  Disposal Area was located at top of photograph in 
wooded area north of dirt road. Concrete Pad Area was located between the dirt road and the stand-alone building in 
the top center of the photograph. 
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FIGURE 2: SITE PLAN WITH TI ZONE 
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FIGURE 3A: ERM-2S EXPONENTIAL DECAY CURVE  


FIGURE 3B: ERM-2S POLYNOMIAL DEGRADATION CURVE 




 

 

 

FIGURE 4: MW-112U EXPONENTIAL DECAY CURVE 




 

 
 

 

FIGURE 5: MW-104U EXPONENTIAL DECAY CURVE 
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Vishay-Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Bennington, Vermont. May 30, 2007 
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TANSITOR 2009 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 

^TATI! HE7 VERMONT 

AGENCY Of N'ATURAL RESOURCES 


D E P A R T M E N T DP " V V T R C ^ M E N T A L COKSF.R V A T f O K 

CLASS i GKOL'INIJW'A rF.R 

MufLifLCjUJon to 
Ê cc I E. = s i flcib'-Lo 11 O r t e r 

of Wove IT her 2 1 , L^? j 

Re: 


App: icaMor. o f 

Tii"-=itof ELscLj^nici , lac . 


For i Reel is si flea [ ion 

of a Portion or The GnXJinIwaicr Resources 

a' [."}C TansilOr \ i l r in Bennington. Vj rmur.1 


i-'efc:viai7 2H, 1-^4 



L

Modification to 

Reclassification Order . — 


Of November 23, 1993 

Re: Tans; tor Electronics 


Page 1 

 Background! 

On November 1'j, 1W:;, trie S-ecreSary of the Agency of Natural Resources hv.Ki'. :H 
Grojndwatcr Rtx lass ifi cation cracr under Lie authority oi 10 V.S.A.. Gupter 43, .'or 
a portion of the ground^:: :er at the site of Tansitor Electronics, Inc. :" Tins iter' j , in 
Benntr^tiM, Vermont. 

This order reclassified a:: approximately 9f> at re arc* of" gTonn^, wml ly CM 
Tansitor1* urOjKrty. frt).n Cla5J J (suitable for UK i.i a domestic walirr supply. ?,"d 
fur some incus; rial and aerie uitJta: purposes) to Class J (net potable, b j t set tab k. lor 
some indu.stria, and igTi-cuJ'.urcJ purposss.). 

The reclassification Order impose:! fmi T c'-jn: I i I i< ;n ?L on lr.it a^plicaji:, TH r: >i :<) • . '::• 
facilitate apjinjpfiaiE gverjij;lil (ivtir rhe ne^t fivi; yn"S. The ttr:rji:i(.ins re(pnn:<l \.'.'-\\ 
major acltons by the appli^.nt­

1.	 Surveying, boundary marking, fmri filfm; <:l'a iimp in the LDVVH ecords. ::;: th­
p Lib I I I v-Ou.d I ILL -• LT LLv j i l J!JIE in~L)niiLili(i:i <:III l igation <i\ the cc-ia^si/Lei: ;-.I_;I 
was., and 

?. Cotv.ir;tie;J nun [luring of tfx site to track the subsurface conditions n^ar L:.VJ 
within tne rLt:la.ssificd area. 

T ra i t o r ha.*; rsqijesieci m-rsrli hjir.i:ir>ii•? T;:- tl-'e f ird*], fjs-jfti- Or: ACivtfiiiLit r:cn ̂ id-rn^riitr:.-:. 
contending tiiat the purpose at' t.'.e orcer eoJd he upi-.dd at a kwe : coil iu Tangier. 

IT.	 Finding? 

1.	 No chanEC in the location or size of the reclassified area has beer. requcslfc. 

1.	 Fi>] Lje-Ltau'. ITLOJ'.ito:i:ij wells, xvit/L lii^li l evd i L>f CDn 1;$ in i .-.an t * t.if :JI.I11::r::i :n 
them, adherer.ee to extremely low levds of dt^SCt:on places sn unne^e^srnry 
economic burden on (he applicant 

j . Silver is i. secondary contaminant undej drir.kiii£ water regulation. *A\: :io 
kno^fi health 5,-icc'.z. I'v-o- years of mori ire ring results witJ'. no detection of 
silver i>; an aileoiiate oversight for this L:Jie.]m<t?l. m a wi-.ll-'iy-wdl hisis. 

4.	 Lead is a primary cor,:aT.inan: with significant hcalih effects, and there :> •? 
substantia pul:lie intereit in envirrjnnienral lead. Se:ni-annual rronitorifi.a "or 

lr.it
adherer.ee
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t-nis con Sam in a n[L for at [east five years, is in [he public interest. 

Groundwslsr sampling twice puT ymr, in [he W and spring pro-id es 
information cojrels.(ttil to seasonal fluettialions of subsurface oiuuru'w^i.-r 
conditions. Twc xa.T.pics per year provides increased siaL.SLk;jl v^Jir.lir̂ -- t.i 
anaJyzjn^ tor and dtHsctins; trends in subsurface ground waisr ^(.i-'Jitions. 

Sal f-irniF)i tori ng is i basic tenet o  r [lie Si.ale'i environ men:;] proa ran : . W/.h 
appropriate training, and ov^r-sl^hi, a sped fie employee o"~ Tarsnor ii:iy 
perfrjri-i sampling and r;purtin^ en behalf of TansitoT. 

Ry adding another ^ ist ini i raonitoring wc'A -o the Lst of Jie!ls to lis 
rnomtorcd. and jlieT^iathg samp.ing r'rortr. that well with aiipdie.; wsl ii-nrlv,. 
add It i oral i -b iur f i te groundwater data will b i available 1L no inure;'.:-.^! i--:>sl 
Taniitor. 

m  . Modir ic^ l ioni to the RechuMi flcatjnn Order 

Bised on the findings noted herein, on pcfin'on of Tan si tor Eiech en LCS: [m.-.: ;i.;d i:r­
recr]mmi:nd&J.ion of the Groundwater Coordinating Comiifi.ttec. I oidei die lulii i^ir-^ 
cbaiL^ei [ij the recLasslficarof o^l^r issued on November 2'i, 1W3. 

L.	 For the following observation iveiK [he de(«:t't>Ji i imiu aia.I be low e. n :••!_;• n 
to provide jin aim IRK; representation o: the cocirjminam levels' 

MW-:0i\J 
MW I0SU 

For (he leinaining observation wells. LIIK dciLiciioi Limit is u.rt;handed frc^ni die 
Order. 

2.	 For enLh oaservat^on well, a'ter I^Q years c r semi-annual sampling am: no 
detection of silver, Tsii.^Uhr may discontinue sampling for silver MI'.:-.\! v.-di. 

3, Upon wri:teri ipproval (TOTI the Secreiacy ur'tiie A'^nc.v cr" Natural ft MO:- r.x ••., 
Tzi.siior may conduct self nonito-ring an J aeif-rcportins of simple result;;, by s 
specific, named, employee, hi [he event tJic Secretary does not approve wit­
mo iiitoring and rq io i ing , or withdraw; wd: approval. Tansitor s-.ail LEC an 
independent cons-tilraill to perform these iasks. 



Modification io 

RocJassificau^n Order 

of November 23, 1993 

Re: Ta miter Efcctronics 


Page ',] 

Tansitor shall alternate .emi-annual morL urine ociveen t.:-lC iwo observaiVn 
wells MVV-112M and MW-104M. This muniiofhig requires*-.: rcpla<:K/t;-c 
J'£(jui remark for seiuf-annua] rnojii[Oring of wtFI MV/-J04M. 

Barbae G. Rijjl M 
i'*LLnetary 

Da[c:_/ j>/ | Q J ^L., 



G f 1393 
J-f. 

S t a t e of V e r m o n t 

AG E.st v fj F V,'. r.-jj A :. H t :••; L F Cti.9 
d ••: i V . l m . "p l>fpar;rn;|-.| ,,f I ni ••• iinriii-nL Jl (""un wr i JI i.l I; 

" T l " A ' M l.-.\J 3 . - - r f j , - -,,. W* I t R "ir j fPLV DIVISION 
J m - J r l " - H • • . 

Th.i f.Olii Pujilry :i j ;!d.nj 
I CI S.ulJi .l.1in Srr^; 

^' i lsfr- jry, VT t'54-7 r j j j 

far (he Htamr, Impaired 
TELEF.-OSc liOJ'i .! JI • J4 .» 

UBDO-'il-DJSJ T3F}> Voitz -A i ' . s lV f i c ,B.:J:;: - i i 5 | _i |
;-100-25 J f 135 Voices TDD 

S a v e n b s r ; -I r ' j 5 : 

Car ro l l K i l l e n , d i r e c t o r 

Taiiaitc-r E l e c t r o n i c s , I nc . 

P.O. BOK 2JJ 

Bennington, VT 05201 


Sear Hr . KL Hen: 


E n c l o s & d p l e a s e f i n d a r e e l a j u L l i = - t : nr. docut lc . - i t . r = c 1 - s s i i •. i n j .. 
p o r t i o n n f t h e U n d S owned Ly T . - i r ^ i t u r i n B e n n i n g t o n ,= £ : : : J S S i . 
o r n o r . - p a t a b l e . The riKUirer.; ir.^j beer, s i q n e d hy rl iL- 5 e : - e f a r v r ' 
N a t u r a l Rssc -u r cos , ^n . i c c a r d a n c c w i t h t h e p r o v i s i u - n s or" ;•.; 
V . S . A , , C h a p t e r 13 , g o v e r n i n g r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n j f g r r . ; n ^ - s ; c r s o f 
" i n ; S t a ' e . 

i n t h i s d e p a r t m e n t ' s and t h e Groundwater - c o o r d i n a t i n g COTIT< t - r r - • ­
r e v i e w s o f y o u r p e t i t i o n , t h t M- in i .Q- o f t h t i r e v i e w s wr-,r.. t ; i l l L 


i t was i n t h e p u b l i c i n t e r e s t t o r e c l a s s i f y t h i s p r r r ^ n  " i L~e 

g r o u n u - a t e r t o a n o n - p o t a b i * c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . Fn rpa. - :h in : i L>-is 

r e com i r . enaa t i on t o t ! i e S e c r e t a r y , vc o x i d n s d t . h e r r i t c r i J 

s p e c i f i e d i n s t a t u t e am i r e a c h e d t:i-i> f : nri i ngr. r. i""; r t" i : HJ-- I n t'- = 

r e c l a c n i f i - a t i o n d o c u m e n t . 


I ask you t o g i v e y o u r a t t e n t i o n t o t t is fi: ] ] cw : nq 

and c o n d i t i o n s o f t h e r e c I d a s L f i c a t i cr 


1. The 
area reclassified i- not identical tn t.h.c are.? in 

petition. This .̂ iihjjier shape -;JS csnij i-.c facilitate 

;der,tif icat ion and Lrackina"of t!-p actual ljid ir^j 

U W c l v f i d , 

' l 'our p e t i t i o n r e q u e s t Cd a c l a - ^ i i jticr. 11, a ­
iLoriiontally and vsrtically li.i nedteQ. Even f •J e n a d 
a q r e e d t h a t su.<jh n d e s i g n a t i o n J S £ipp:-co;- i at n r'-.r: ! "1 i i i i u r e . 
i r , t h e G r o u n c n u t s : F r t i t s c r i o n Rul t r a r.fi g y d o n . - i •. n t 
p r o v i d e f o r d v e r t i c a l r n r . i i s i t i c r . t i c : V " ^ l " d •. :i-n l v . =H 1 L 
grour .cv ra te>>- b e n = = t h t h e a i o ± c = E i q r , ? . r ^ a : C l i i 
4 ^ r c u n d w a t u r a t a l l rieptlLS, 

T h e r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n " c - n t J i ^ E u = q r a r f i o : 1 t . [ j - i u n e . s.rji 
d c w n g r a i l i e n t m o n i t o r : r,rj f e q L L r s p e r t ? - C:1-, d Heni i -<iJLrT. i j 1 i ; j : - l .­
P l e a s e u O n t a r t U3 t o ' - - S t a t l ] si-; v h c ^ l l l d c t . - ie sj<i.Tirjlirv <; LI n d 
v.-. c w i l  l a n a l y z e t: h, f? I ' a s ^ l t E . 

n>D: I i! ' in.l:. i. i i |y| 
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4, T a n s i t c r must engage r.he Services sf a Vermont liceriEGd 
surveyor to d e s c r i b e the r e c l a s s i f i e d area a c c u r a t e ! / , r.o 
prepare a p lan of i t , and to mark t:ie c o r n e r s of t^e 
r e c l a s s i f i e d area, in the f i e l d witEi permanent nar l fers . r . i i s 
w i l l f a c i l i t a t e Lcent iLici t iuTi of the a c t u a l r e e l ass i f iod 
a r e a . 

5.	 Although not d i s c u s s e d in t h i s decument, you stiDu'ri y.ncv
t h a t we w i l l , under t h e d r ink ing wi^er r e g u l a t i o n s , ^e 
r e q u i r i n g the cgr.pany to ir.cniter the company ws".] adjacent 
to the ClftHti 4 area fo r the Contaminants of canr.ertl, inrana 
a t h e r s . This moni tor ing wi] l ba requi red in flr:rorolSftte vifr. 
the Vetmunt Water Supply Rul^ aid is not a spH^isl ct.­
a d d i t i o n a l requ i rement cf thus rer". ^ss i f : r.a f. rr".. 

P lease review t h i s doc-ciant c a r e f u l l y , 3 n r i i-f yr>M 'JOLLl'.; _i>a t s 
d i s c u s s i t f u r the r cr .-.sed n ia r if icat ior . of t h e reqjLrsirer^ts . 
p l e a s e fee l f r ee t o ccr.Taot ir.e, 

F i n a l l y , we a p p r e c i a t e and than); yon fcr *he c i v i l i t i e s and 
c o u r t e a i e s you h-svc shewn to us ?.r. wrj havo ransidorer i jr.ci 
reviewed yaur p e t i t i o n . 

sincere:y, 

Jay r.- Hutherlord, P.L,, Director 


cc : driver nor Dean 

Kep. Richard Panbrcke 

Merrill Hohmafi, US EPA w/cncl 

Jar.e iJovning, ys EPA v/encl 

Secretary Chuc^ Clarke 

r :o r^ i s s i^ner JacV. Lang 

G i l l i a n Ahearrij DEC-riMKi; u/or.cl 

' r ; a . idva tEv c o o r d i n a t t r q cor ,ni ; tec Kumb'.*: s w/e:i<:. 1 


ir.cn
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Findings and Redissification Order 

Re: 

Application of 

Taciiiior Glwtrani^s. Inc. 


For a Rt£la.H<;iri:̂ :ir?n 

of a Portion of TSie Grpunriwaier Resource: 

at (lie Tan.'iitor site in iJcnnLrcgtan, Vermont 


November IS, [991 



Findings j  i Reclassification Order 
Re: Tans nor Elect run, ic i , Inc. 

I. Background 

On July J 5, L(J93 the Water Supply Division received an amplication l:cir lansitor 
Llectronics. Inc. ta reclassify aporticn of die jj;ouriuVater under ii.. •jitc en v-rr.iur:: 
Route 9 west rif Bcnningrrx, Venn on-. T!ie app:ication certain.*! ii suir.niarv rc?on 
on the conditions at the site which, led up to the application with reference \S i:ur 
other reports widi detailed iuRirrrjation. 

According ID (he reports, the Eroundw&tcf at the .site has beca Ci2n[ai::iji;u«j by 
industrial solve ins including [ J.l-mrjnJoroeth.ane. 1,1 -rrictiloroethane and :;t.^r 
volatile organic a im pounds whici rave reached the groundwater as a res-jk of Wi.nc.nc 
disposal practices. Tht.ic p l a i c e ! itopped approstmatcEy fifteen years tgn. 

The application requesting reclassinca'iDn from Class j groundwater *r> Cass 4 
groundwater, due to concentrations of cirenucaJi exceeding drinking water standards. 
was signed by 72 affected or potent.aily j f fo tcc: persons_ The pac.^gc was rev i sed 
by tiydrogwlogisti assigned to (he Hazardous Materials Management and W I L = : 
Supply Divisions and. determined tr; be ^o-nplcte with minrjr excicpdor;. By Setter 
dated M y 29: 199j Tan si tor ' i consul tar:, Environ mental Project Control, IT:: 
response: to the nmed exceptions and the tpjilk-ation. was judged complex <::i il:;>: 
date. 

A notice of a pnblic hearing was i railed io .ill V.ioxn paries ur" imprest ar-ci publr.ir.£:l 
in the I3cn:iirs£ton Banner on Auguu M, IW.V 

An informal public bearing was held On Sep tern her IS. 199] in rhe Ml . A.-.rhnnv 
Union High Sdtrxj-L with approximately forty persons, in attendance. Tlieie •.•••crs -<j 
adverse comments to (he rec la 5i: fiction request. Approximately 5 cam:r-:ent;irs 
focuied ttcir remarks. on Lhe projected econrjim;; liirdshrps i f Tuisitor wae denied 11-„­
reclasiificador;. iml ;.s a ref.uli wer? forced to ccimluct nddidonal e\peiisivs; :eii.:ii^ 
and remediation irf the groundwater. 

Oc September 30. 1993 MerHIJ .? E Eon in a-,, Director cr the tVisie Maiii-ei-,ein 
Divi^i-on, US EPA kegion [, requested v:n |e:rer that the Secretary not issue SL 
reclassification order unl:| after EPA !-,sd developed its C.nal RlvFS ;.:id d , ^ - . up pun 
The pli f l is j^pccled dnrjrg j j ne uf 1993 



Findings &L Reclassification Order 
Re: Tat: i>ilur Electron icv, Inc. 

)J-	 Findings 

Re.Eirding rhe Appl.car.tiri fr-:>m lansitor tile i ronies. \nc for a rediiisi ba i lo r ol  n~ 
ground ware f bcneaUi [he proposed Class 4 a r t i -^ the Tan si tor ihe .n licnm igiu:.. 
Vermont, the Secretary of'(he Agency uf NduraL Hcsnnrncs. under the nr:r-'i Lions o: 
10 VSA, Section 1394 and [lie do tJ id Wirer Stile and Sirats^y, C^a|jLtr l?. i icc ic i i 
12-401, finds; 

I. 	 Regarding trie use or potcmial future use of the ground water as a public i m c r 
supply source­

--tha! [ha groundwaicr imdc: the attached designated Clas: 4 area it r.m in j ie 
ai a public water supply source and the contamination present in (!•£ °[Om;ii 
precludes (he gKHrntial future use of the groundwater. fo: the iTimed.ate if 
years) f j tcrc. 

. .,[Jia'_ the preseni water supply wall for the Tansttor facility does d:ax its 
water from [he fractured bedrock aquifer nearby, but there is no available 
evidence that indicates lhar the w i t t r supplying [he wet; comes from heneaii­
ihe prnpvi id Class 4 area ?.nd ii is f irmer ncled tliai tbis finding ami 
reclassif icat ion order dfr-<. ni>[ p r -dut le the t on l i nucd use (jI" thai wel l f o : [lie 

Tansiioi facility as long us. t]ie -.vaier oi j iniruci to :iiest all applicable drink t ie 
water standards: 

2. R e a d i n g rJie ejdini uf :he acILv-:y which pose? a risk 'v the £-vr,t.v.:i\i.'.r­

.,,lhat the sources of contamination lound in (he groundwater. wure the rsj ' j l : 
uf former, now iiiscontinued, disposal practices u-'iich w-erc jn-.ncc in ;:T:-JII 
extent to a very small area enluelv witrim [lie Tans nor proper.y: 

3.	 Regarding the cur rem water quality 

...tLai lire gro-jiuwHiK.- is tornaTmated beyond drinkjr.g wjier iiKndn-ds :"u: 
1,1.- [ ric ri I o roe [ ".in e. a r: il I, I d[chloroe[har.e, a; a'^'H nonN(Li;n;e .evd 

-	 Regard ii ig t.-.e iv rJ lability of ihe ^.rfiumlA-Mitrr in inisnt:ties needed for 
bercf.JlJLl jse­

. ..that tiic uiiin:u,iu,iijaLe(i materials rA-eriyim? ;lie bedrock dumunsirnis r. lo»' 
wrmeabil i iy w;iii:h .inns the feasibility nJ' beneticial >. >c *:<J ihs- i-:e po^".:^.. 
lor (lie het l ro ;k tc yield v-vaie: [inr br::i-!"ic:;il .j;es -.1 J i lk i l0\* ; ; Ci.^crjt :H • 



F i n d i n g : & Reclassification Order 


I t t : Tans1:tor Hied ionic 5. Inc. 


P?,gc ? 

indicated rjy I h i TartiiLrir jlrftducEiuri wc.\. ;\.r.i\. Oilier nearby wfr i ls; 

Regarding ihc consequences af porer :ial cnritarniniLion arc :."i-e a '•> 2. JI H :: i. i c y •=:••" 
altcrn^tt sources of waier­

...that the groundwater is already cor-.taiunsicc: beyund drinking watt: 
S'ind^ida so that the issue of poterV.ial ca^LLjiuna.LLon is. moo;, and •:ha.: V:.c 
avai'.abilily of alternate sources of water is demoni'.ratcd by the Tansitor 
production well, which continues no produce potable water cjid it;i: <it-icr 
nearby wells which jeo'.ain -.jriCOiiLair.-.naoid, 

RcgardLiE the ci2ss;rica[iijn i:f idjucen: surface water and otr.er •actors 
relevant 10 rf;;ermir,c tiic nraitimtm bcnc-fLcidl VK or the aqulcr­

...tha: the classification of "he Adjacent s-jrface wi lsr in t ic pcrcini;-! ; : r a n 
south, of and dy-wr, gradient from uht Tansr.ur ^ ; is Class B, SLH tabic for 
public v,atcr supply use wish filtiaf.on ar,d disinfection; 

...End that ihe curveni viz of tSe propyl;; as in industrial facdi'y t> c:.:,-|-;i:ib. 
with, a Class •• ^lissiftcation. 

1JL ITic CLi i i 4 Groundwater Area 

A map showing (lie Cl iss -'• gro imr lwal r r an:a a\ t lie Tai l si tor SJCC :n B c " i r g ' r j n , V T . 

as ordered by the Sec re La ry, is atlached, 

The u&. is described as: 

Beginning at a point, on L*I= nurtheib Rijin-uf- Wny boundary of K-^.:- ^ . :^iJ |.h-ir:: 
being located 21(i fi , more •;: Icis. touthwes' a.<jnE the KL^ I IL -O[W: .V borndrTy from 
the souih'.ve.sKrrn comer of a oareel of l i i ic owned row or formerly :>y Uuiicl'.: 

Thence, :uming to tr.e nor.h.wes.1 apjir-a-iiniicejy rrj'nl anslcs ic (lit Rcute ^ Ri^hr-oi-
Way, and travelling 774 t't.. rr.oTC or less, 'f * poi-1 marked by :bc rnwuiuime wc-,1 
MW-I07U-. 

Thence, turning to tiie wesi md travel, ir 5 586 :'• . more :J: less. :o ?. rsiim nir^cf- I1;-, 
a v*ater reservoir; 

Tlieiuie, [.iniirj; io Ih? sourlicasr .ir.d -rn-'cl irs $>'?•", :'t.. mom ur i^s. \c- 3 pn.n: i" "hi1 



Hndmgi & ReeLasstficatitn Order 
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northerly boundary cf :hc Roue 9 Kidi i - i / -Way, x,H point bc.jig Lx^aJ a di^tanc­
cf 424 fr,., more or leis, along the northerly oourcary of Route 9, from ihc pom: ^r 
beginning; 

Thence, travelling along (lie northerly boundary of ihc Roi;i^ 9 Ridii-^f-Wny n 
distance, of 424 t't., nnjjs or. less. lo the poin: cf beginning. 

Sa-d area contains 9.6 acrss, more or le.ss. 

IV , Conditions of This Keclassiricalion Order ­

I.	 Mynittinng. of the grcmrdw^tei . i reqaircc lo determine Lite new, ir ar.'.\ for 
future modifications at extensions of :he rcc In slid cat inn order. Tanr.lor 
Eiec.tror.ics,, Inc., ?.i a eondi'.iofi of dv.s rcclassificatiijr-. order. si-.af cenex : [to 
fallowing monitoring of tJic grtundft2.".e,r, at its, sire. 

There are four rnoniicnnj! areas •..?-:h<± Tansiiiir Class i ground u-aier L,Lality 
monitoring plan. These are: 

1. Disposal Arca/Firc P'Jnd Plume Monitoring 

?. Concrete Pad; Plume Mf:ii iteming 

J. Down gradient Compliance Men ho ring 

<*. Upgradienl BackgroLnd Mcnitariny 


Groundwater monitoring shall be e<induct::d <.erni-a.intiE.il\ in :he S|jfir..s md 
E:all tor a period of i  t least five < j  ) y ^  n tnmrriendng January 1. 1-J94. L'hc 
monitoring schedule slna.1] rj^ rr^onside'ed by the Water supply DLviv.cn ?t '•'•<.­
cumpletion of the first five, ywr irioniinHng period and ner.uLor.er may r:;: 
required to continue moni toting. 

Monitoring shall be conducted by ?n independent consultant SJIC an idyv; slulL 
(je yerfor:ned | ; ya Uboriiflry acccptab.e to Lhe Secretary. Al l inaiyses snail 
(JC evaluated hv metl-.ods H-ith deletion im-.is FS ji'^od or tic-tier 'Inn.:i t ie 
Preventive AclLtin [.:m:ls in 5ubcL"ipicr 7 of C^p i^ r JI ci the .-.nviiCH m-.il.il 
Prutetlton Rules, Ground Wmei Ffote:[ian Rule & Sirate^y. 

The groundwater samples laker, fTom ih- D isma l A r e i ' F h : 7end, Concrete 
P?.d rtjirt dr^ri jr i i r i ient monitorinE wells ih^ll os xnAlyj.ed for r:ie volal. l­
organic Contanr.ir.ants of Ci>ncirv. and lead inc. silver. Trie upgi-iulient 
mrjniionng wells shall b= mnnitrji-ed for VOCs and Icail and stiver. 

The TV<;JI* to be monitureti in eaeh n:oi-:cr:"iz. ar&i AT? deserted beb'-», I .ic 
well iceiy.t Tiers aie tl'.osc dspiced on ?. nap mntled Esplrnatior .̂ nd Sarr^l-n; 
Locations Remedial Lnvcstignno- iPi . - i . ie : ::•:' ih-e Tansitui- [Llcci[yjL^J_.:ru_ 
Uass 4 ClrouiitiwaK: Area. Bcnnirg_^^_VT report. t^\:-.e. 7/;?.i0^ 

Eiec.tror.ics
erni-a.intiE.il
DLviv.cn
Contanr.ir.ants
iPi.-i.ie
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Area 1: Disposal A.neaj'Fii'* Pond Plume 

BKM-M1: {sfo 11 <j w d i rre 11y dow i E :ad Lcn E m on i to n -• E. ) 
MW-103M; (mcc^um dripth directly d-r^n gfadiem ironucrii iuj 
MW-103R: (deep directly down gradient rrs<ini-:orin£} 

These wells fl-RM-SS, MW-IG3M & 103R) wil l ailu™ rn<; Deponen t tc 
determine if tJie comstmitianli arc migrating untcr L̂ c Fire I'ond. 

ERM-ZS; (shallow in-plume mon:LDrir.sJ 
MW-I041J­ (shallow in -plume moiii'.onr.g) 
MW-t tWM: (medium dep(!: !::-plums i-rnciitorin^j 

ITiese we.il s w\\] alkjw ihc Debarment to determine u.-hri: .s tK.iiiirnnj: 
within ike plume. 

Aits It Concrete Pad Plumi: 

MW-lGSL": (siiaLJciV in-plunc monitoring) 

This well '.hi-ill n i b  * the Department (•£ cctcrtr.ini; wh?,; !> (.:<: L:\jrHrijj ^ i ; h r : 
the plume. 

MW-IQ9U: {.shallow directly dnvmprariisjir uioiutorjn°> 
MW- l lDU: fchalhy-i.- dirctlly ttownurriLlient rrujnitiring':­

These wel l i * i l l allow \\:r. Dspartinrn! ui 0rie.riTi•.ne i:' ne rilume is 
migrating. 

Area 3'. DAwngrndknt Com D II mice Moni tor ing 

MW' I iLF : (shallow rnojutojing) 

TJiii well Wile a[ln>w iht: Depart mzr.1 lc del ermine wlietili i cr not tiicri- .s r 
plume dirs^rly tbw-gradicru or' Ihc caster' leading fie hi. 

New Well: ]f Tinsitoi jvlectros-.c^. l-.f , i* ahle [^ secure SULTAMFIM 
aeeejs, a shallo-u- m on i coring •.tell dij-.gn^d 1^ mseicept ths l?p '?n i.'.'J) im 
of the wale: table jr:all be driilec and TiL>r,i[o:r.d en tliir sou'h sick' o: Rte. 
9, approximately h* fu-r.y b-iwccn MAY- 09"J ^nri MW FiLr. This wc.l 
will s.'.\ow (he Department to est! ni:e I 'the prune is mitraii:1,;; beneath t!-..­
highway and (c rccine the g:\Tjiida-3Lcr tlow co/.tour mac 

we.il
file://L:/jrHrijj
file://g:/Tjiida-3Lcr
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m (he ever,'. T-Jiiiicr Elcctnmcs, :n^ is unsble to iecure access io la.ids ;it 
iKc Locatiun specified above, :< s.-uli insl-.IL a scnes of sa l low m< f e e i n g 
wells across the CI us 4 Groundwater area, <>n ihe North side of Kou-.e 9, 
i  t Local i of s (o be designates! by t,".e Secretary. 

Area 4: Upg radium Background M, 

MW-IOIM: 

Moniloring this well wi l ! p/o^jde Ij^kgruund wawi' qu a I i Ly UVJ at the sits. 

For all tamp ling, gfcmnc water levels shall oc :,-krn ai ihc lirnr (.if moni^r ing Lid 
supplied to the Department xirh foe sarr.pL.ni: reinJij 

2. Repy-ning 

Tansitor Elecironics, Inc., snail re pari i l l results from ;;s monitorir.fi of'.he 
groundwater required above, jeini-^r.r.-. .i|,y on or before June JC Ar t 
December 31 , I W ; , [9$Z, ;996, J « ? arid :W3. Tlie reportli-.c; s:vi.l be m 
Lhe Water Supplv Division, in a fsfr::iL scceptable 1s the Secreiary. 

The required :e,[)nrr.s shall '.Delude i l l Jita. .rTGi:'. tlie monitoring. a mco slic-u.'L-..t 
Lhe location c: :lie s.inp!in£ po;iiis and ;.ie L-oj-iceiu.'arion: of tr-.e m or. no red 
eompounei, 2nd a bnci repert ^iii:::-i;ji:/.irL£ n-e gfcm negater conclitior; o  i Ui-
Tansltor S.in: w i t ' i emphasis ;in I S ; Erfj i inr.wjrcr cmaliry WL:h:n t fe L.iHK •• 

groundwater area. 

'}. 5'jrveyinig of Class i fl.reii 

Within 90 days of ihis reclassification order, Tansitor Hlcct7on-.es. Inc., .-.hall 
employ a licen.5=fJ surveyor to prewar; L map of tbe rociasiificd area, mark :K: 
comers, in die fie lei with suitable pimanenr markers, and prepare s. (.Issunjii.c-n 
of boundaries of the reclassified area 

• i . Land Remtt i 

Upon ccmplet.on of t:ie si.rveyr-. of ;\iz Cluss J are-H. Tins nor F.le;:ronics. 
Inc., sh-all cause i!ie mari *nd survcv description cr" ;h:: reclassified aiee i f be 
filed in Lie lai-.ui r i^or is of Lhi To-vn of jenn.iigtcn. 

insl-.IL
monitorir.fi
Hlcct7on-.es


i-in dines &. Reda.isirLcsuion Order 
Re: Tar.iiLor Ela;iry.-.iis. Inc. 

\ r . ReciISAif iLj i iun Ordcr 

BascG on t.",e finriinyj iisicd itiiovE, arid Dilier cnri5u:!er<iiions. [ order lh.c 
rcctjssifiLiaiion of <h: gro-.nniwaicr benca-h I.-G arcs sho^n on [he utacnec na|> diMr 
Class 3 LoCliss 4. 

Dace: / f / ^ 5/fr *­
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M i d w n i •Rfflpfi^inciit. 

Gipuudwi tEr 	 Vencioul Graojidwatar 
Protection Act r 
i d VSA Ch ip ie r45 . 

[ Vermont C-ra*Ln<iwaj!ei 

i Protection R u k and :>i:?itt£y ­
| VSA Chapter «8, 
" EPRChapIci \2 

FPA. tj-nouudivBtcj Pi\cvti?^EnD 

Federal Sale DrLnJcine, W H U  T A C 
( f iDU'AJ 
Max imum CoutMnjnjnt Levels 

I M C [ . s } - 4 f X : r R . p a n M l 

P i ^ I Of: 
TAm.r 1-1 

CI lCMICAL-KPKCIF IC A P P L I C A B L E OR RRl . H V A N T A M  ) APPROPRIATE 
RJjgUIEEMBNlTS (AF.AR.0 A.KD CRITERIA T O BE CO'kSLDEREDf l UC*) 

Nummary o f R'tqi i iremKit StA'i. Actic-n to- be Taken to ALLair 

A.u( protects givi i i jul water ftrougb rx is t i j l ^ AppV-cable Vcrj iuir i l bus cJasiilT-SLl ih.^ gra-jjid; wider 
regulatory pTugranis sr.d jtThvirlrs restrictions, p-lurtLt HE. Class r v , wJu-zb is- I IQI 
prohibit ions, stanrfaj^ii uri-,1 LTLlcriil for asc*pr:iHe for dr inking but EJIQWK 
gjDuodwater pmjicriEon for prggjnms V I I L L I I c.fini3cien;L?i] and iiiduKirinJ uses. A H y l ' 
resulale ieL iv i i ie i wf i ich 

the a lEetTiiili^ics, iv i l l j rudn standards fur 
these permitted uses at ihc site. 
Adj iu i tn i to t i a plmsifl^ ground--rater ts 
clat i i l ' icd as CJasi l i t Pump and ireni 
i V I \ f - ^ j i*[|I L:LSun? ihoji cQ-JLtaiiiii:iini!i 
dn ny| mlnjniLi J N  J r.nusc a violas-ion -mi" 
iJicsc stand^i-Js. Moni tor ing tMM- I " i 
•will d e r ^ t Jiny mi£iu.\ ion ol­
eoma rninanits- a\va.y fiore t W •Chî .-t IV 

The sLandordR crinsLM oJ"£rou:iJ.Yv,r.BT Sui ie iLhuV 
vlussifiLaticKiA. u-hu-h Lksienate ai- J jss i f i i j use 
fur graundwalrr , In addit ion, l ! i i regulations 
establish wafer i.[u^Litv zrhciiu usctssary la­
E.uitflim t l i * ^iH^ignattd IL&£±. 

FtwisLw c lassificai i-.m ruid rcstmraiifiiioriJUiiJsof "his £lr-arc-£>- is tonsidcrcd. in 

N^ri-j y f :tie JJI Lcmaci \<:v w\ 11 ijrtadu iat^^ 

^rgvmdwffticL-L-^c J i?r. Us vulneial>iliiy. usr
value 

 and L:iinjimr(ion^LLh ttcFadcial R l JWAn j i d 
Vcrmoni rmmi i i i ^ inerPro tcc l iL in Ki l ls 
:| n : - -Si rn1e-e,>- in de iflrn-.LrJ ng, cLe^up 
R­

VUshauinCo-Tiianiiiianr l ^ v e h fMC[_^j ar : : 

eniLirvcabLc rtandsiLht I-I^L LCC OTplicEihli- lo 
RL-IL:-:LI I MC[,n riiu:;i t-c artaii i td un.cau waived 

dr inking water iuppJLrs. MCi-B are T&leva.i: Ami A ppnopriart AJO'i.R^ in J iL-.iKuciu.blc i imcfrai: i« 
appropriate fnr isroun.dwa.lLT irnt may U; u 
potential .-empc* o f di inking wnrcr. 

App Ik? b i t 

AlCrniLiCivL^ 


M M - 1 
M M - - ; 

M M - 1 

M M - J 

M M - L 
!V*M-2 
M M - 3 

M M - 1 
MM V 
M M- 3 

isroun.dwa.lLT
iL-.iKuciu.blc


f J ""..'•. jvTFT " * " " ­
Medium R^. i l r t racn i l 

5 D W A 

Max imum Ctitt j imiDnnt LevcJ 

Gon l i C M C L G : ) ­

40CFR M I . 5 Q - t < H « 

KCRA t j rouadwatcr Protection 

Sfendaid - -10 CFR I f i i 44 

US EPA Reference CKMcg (ErfDs} 

EPA C-:ircLiiLi|i.L:rt Assessment 

GnnurhrVvlentj- Pa t ron 

FPA Health Advisories and 

AcciptaMe Intake TIeaElli 

Assessment Documents 

JFiI>.|LFU.*i'.IU.'iwMTI 

SuiclcnuLr̂ -1 o f Requirement 

M C L G dlt set wi?h » margin o fs i l i e tva" Ic^'tla 

that would Tesuk in nu known or anticipated 

aJve iK Siealtb e l l rets aver a l i fet ime. 

T i l * RCKA ejrcundwatcr p r ^ W f i u n i lnndujd a 

established. fromi j^rrjucidiviircT nnonLSorLr:^ o f 

RCRA pemi itted i rearm^m. slot-age c? disposal 

tacHit iei. Th<s stajiJar:! i s « r a l eilher on cxisTin^ 

• r propisad [ l O k A - M C L , baekg/ounJ 

onneemratian, or CJI aUcmat: t o n i c n l n d o r . 

protective o f h-umnn hcj)li|i -nr l Lie en'vircnrcient. 

KJCRA-MCLs may IJL u^eJ or A C l  s mav he 

dive-lojcit i t |J;« siie io UiEn;i:~> Lci/cl -, o f 

cnntaini i i i i i i™ iibuvrjyfl ikrb human heal Hi ut (be 

ti]virnEinn;[Li: i& n( risk and prnvidLi ,".n h t f o i o r 

w jKn ton r t c l i ve an ion i i necessary 

kfl)% Ate i j nw levels developed hy :'.?,\ Lor use in 

i h r rhi irarretLiatiar o f risks due m non­

carr inagcr is jn various media. 

EPA CfjuiiL.j.^Liiiu Puiet i ty Factors are used [ft 

compute Hi* JnilmiJuaL incremental cancer risk 

j e&iltLJia. i rom exposure to eanitnogcits. 

[ntc-idsd. foi u,<« n k[u»Lil^live p-ublie l i& i l ih 

e^sil-.ijition o f remedial i k e m n i v e s . 

Statis 

Nyoi-ajro 

MCLGs arc 

relevant »hH 

^pprooiNnre 

Rele^anr 

;inJ 

Appropriate 

To He 

Ci my; Jer-sd 

T o D e 

Considered. 

Jo Be 

£\:fi.-;iil^ris<| 

f : l e

= = » ! » - • — 

Act ion U Lt; T j k e n Lu At ta in 

KjtquLrcmicnt 

Nnn-iusm M T L s m u s t be aLi^m=d INon; 

nf Mis iilLemHivea w i l l arciin these 

A R A R i in a iifaSLKijibk time frame. 

C-ronsli j juc w i i l i i v iA i iK r i i l i un limits 

und regular mtx i i lo iu ig roqui muc ins u*i[\ 

he uNi.-Jikred indcvcl tvp inf [i:nciJi.-i! 

rjJ[t[iiu[.vt-.:, ii>r g ruun i ^a te r . Noi:* o f 

ill? ut isntmivc i w i i l i r t i icvi.- KCKA ­

M C L  i in a reasnnable l ime fritrr.e. V.^JI­

1 and M M - ; wi l l meet moiutoTir.f; 

l e ^ue inen ts . 

EUUs arc tV|) i ial l j - employed to 

charactCTLj-j; rid:: o t 'e jou i i J^ak j i 

"HilMnLinanl tMrmni ic (:\-.; in^'saLLon 

palhivEiYs}. 

Tw:xi r'diiur5 nrr used to assesi hciJth 
risks frOan carclnogeni f rt.?*iii at (be 
arte. 

Use^i, if,ii.le^uu1e dataexist j i n ^ s i e n i n i ; 

heji^th r isk* ^ f u i : in^ rs i i t i ^ siTotindwnrei' 

i  t tke E-icL-. 

 No. LH-ii.b?­

Applicjbl-r 


A l ' cm^ r i t L^ 


M M - L 

MM-L! 

M M - 3 
1 

MM i
M M - I 

M M - J 

: 

MM-: 

MM-: 

M H - J 

M M - I 

M M - ' ! 

M M 3 

M M - 1 

MM-; 
M M - 3 



File No. l2r>urj,rH 

TABLE 1-5 

I'n^e I oil 

1 OCATFOJ-SF'LiUFlC APPLICABLE OR RRLLVANT ANU A Vf>ROP? [A I  T 
KEQUntRMEMTS (A PA Us', A.ND C?rTRRlA IU BE rONSl I :LKL D (TRCv) 

j .. • Lecitfiiri K^^ilirtiDcnt 

Wetlands Vtrmunt WrdruitL PI iiEeai™ Law 
(10 V&A Chapter 31) and :he 
V tnn f nt TA'crloiij l inks. 

Federal Clean Wilier Act fCWAl 
(]3 USC L11.4) 
'VJfJPRiaO.-lW. 

Executive Order 11990, Proration 
of Wetlands . 40 CfR (j, A|)pEuidii< 
A 

Fish jmd Wildlife CudnJinjiti un Act 
(I f iUSCfWl) 

Endangered Specie* Art ofL97i 
l la USC 531)51) CFfc 200 and. 50 
i:>R. part 402 

5 un inary [if Requirement 

T1|« luL-e;; require JV.r rhr Vermont Watsi Keioiucoa 
P>na<d adept rules in identity and pioreci Vrnnortfs 
SleiliLiCmr wcllniKh Fnesc standaidi; induce wetland 
clastjlfcnliuii. An;-1 act ivi utr̂ . urhiis Fifty, foul buffc 
zones arnund vegetated. v/Kihiul1;. or wiihi n dis 
wetlands, require Uie filiap, nfa ^^qnc-M Jot CnmljiLon.D] 
Use Detenu i n atum ivLlh tbc A Mli 

Applies ô djed^r? nnd tllL I L  I viiies. Li*idicr tbi» 
reyuiiHDHi:, tin aciiyify rh.ar adversely affects a. w^ih:rjd 
sliiiJI oe perm LIIKL if u, practicable a Item ntiv: that liJs
I*s?e(ler(i3 available ApL>rc-|>i Lilt ;md practicable
skps must be iiVen iy mi ni m izc Llis rxjuntial advet M;

jiflpads of the disc-ur^ en Lh.c aq-iiarî  jrciysteiti. 

Under this regulation, Ftd^ml iu^encicE. arcrequired (0 
minimize tl:t destnictieii, kx.* m dejirudatioji of 
wellods and jjr«erve and enhsme natural hm«]JuyL 
value of wetlands. 

Tldi 1 mcnInijun requires thai jinj- Federat A£en<:v ihjkL 
proposesiu m y t i i y  j Ijc-iy of iva.[(: must consul 1 wiih 
1be U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sc;-vicei Addressed hrnl^r 
CWArefeuljiivi'^ul 40 CFR 21fl anrl 4p4. 

"t'JLî  1 e.̂ ii in Mnn is designee m pm;^r endangered 
species. OnnsulLntioinvkh Ifw risF^rtnicril cf ili« 
Interior is re^mml iI endangered tpsticE. are idenlifie:!
ill nrpc-'.r i.he s i l . _.

il-nlui 

AppLicah-k 

A |i|i liable 

f 
| 
| 

A [ i [ i l : : ; i b l e 

A pnl iLiiibl" 

A IN : I ie d^r;

 \ 
j 

Au1:on to ha [jk.«i to Attain Ajt^lii-.iNo 
Rhinirfmert 

Frctec: itn 1 A wellindi and MM-2 
-aiT;p]ijiiuL wLHiibe suhsraiLiive MSfl.l 
le^uirtniLiiis of ui:se r f̂; .1 I;LI itj-n E-
will b? LLOUI:>.>NL^J in:o die 

dcKi^rj. 

Fiuiiiifj ilieidentifiifl^nn. 

screen;i;g, iindcvalLariiin n|' MM-: 

alleTT.aiive.r.dneeffcels nn 

wetland* o,re Frilualc^ All lyark 

•-vilL he fiei Hjrm^d in ae^rirvljincr 

with.:he;e reg-.i Inrions^ 


Rimedi;iI iiltrniaiLViiK Ih.n1 LT.VOKT 
 MM-5 
cotiirruiiLL^.i must inLliitSt! nil MM-J 
practical j n :u i  i of nicnijiLLiing 
hann re.v,<:iljDds. Wetlands 
protrctiu:! ecnsidtraJioii niuKi b; 
i^ioqinr^hrd Into rl:c dfsign af HK 
TCJVlCsfildl llvLLOJl. 

DUILI'.K ihf ;de.itifii.j[;Hin, 

ECrccnii'.i;. ;ind rvaLaDImn :•>; 
;iLteroaLi v^,. :he etieels fjn
wetlands jre-1™iu,ntei. Ff;m 
^LLcmaiivK mudiiL^s 3 lindy iji
ivact:, RPAnus'.cansuliL'fi
^nd Wild hit Services.

MVI-2 

MM J 


I 

•, 
 l ish ] 

I 

 JJcsi f.i; ii f n ; n rd[nJ iC t inn 111 i:sl 

inul_i..l-_- :iicjir.s to minimirj.­
f|isr.it'.:pn c.\ Hie nniural 


I L I I vi-'nnnu-nc.. 

MM-? 
MM -3 

Ih.n1


Lacatioi? :v 

" • 

Flnndplains 

! 
| Orv>iLddwar«r 

™u>i:sw£2M ZJM-I: TK 

fc •: • ^ f ^ 1 1 ™ 

RCRA Location Standards • 
40CFH2fiJ.l*Bfld7fi1.7S 

Executive Order 1 l!*88, Fiatection 
of MvoJpLains ­
40 C Fit 6, Appendix A 

VeraJOrLl GrOundwrHer ProreirLun 
Ruk ami StniHgv ­
10 VSA ampler 4 i . 
EPR Chapter 12 

rAELE 2 - 2 (CONT'D) 

Summary of Requirement 

ThLi ri^iLlatUin onlJines- tlwratLLicroeiits for 
Curujtrudiua of a RCRA facility en a ICO-year 
floodpJnir.. 

Federal A£:ndLS aic [cquiitd la nduf ; I[IU j ^ k nJ' lkwl 
loss, m iniiilze impactof floods nvl I^KL^IL-±mlTM-JKLTVL 
rht naiu^l and t^n^lKi^l vpilue(jl'll(wJplpiJni. 

Jusmitt: the ANR. to identify1, map. in d cEus .t\ 
gjDur.dwnter into c-lassca satlioi various jrounflwalcr 
resources stiaJl K enhajiiei, maintained and |>rnt£cttd. 
The rcgnJati'jiii prescribe the. m inimiLiri wait; qualiiy 
triterli required to nustain 1ht Ais\ titles user. Ya#. 
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APPENDIX D: SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST and PHOTOGRAPHS 

TANSITOR 2009 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 

I. SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: Tansitor Electronics Superfund Site Date of inspection: April 30, 2009 

Location and Region: Bennington, Vermont, Region 
1 

EPA ID: VTD000509174 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
review: USEPA 

Weather/temperature: Sunny and mild temperature 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
G Landfill cover/containment G Monitored natural attenuation 
G Access controls G Groundwater containment 
X Institutional controls G Vertical barrier walls 
G Groundwater pump and treatment 
G Surface water collection and treatment 
X Other: Technical Impracticability waiver; long-term groundwater monitoring 

Attachments: G Inspection team roster attached G Site map attached 

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M site manager: Remedy does not require any O&M 
__________________________ ______________________ ____________ 

       Name Title Date 
Interviewed G at site G at office G by phone Phone no. ______________ 

     Problems, suggestions; G Report attached ________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. O&M staff ____________________________ ______________________ ____________ 
Name  Title Date 

Interviewed G at site G at office G by phone Phone no. ______________ 
     Problems, suggestions; G Report attached _______________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 



            

            

            

            

 

 

     

 

     

 

     

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply. 

Agency ____________________________ 
Contact ____________________________ __________________ ________ ____________ 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Agency ____________________________ 
Contact ____________________________ __________________ ________ ____________ 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Agency ____________________________ 
Contact ____________________________ __________________ ________ ____________ 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Agency ____________________________ 
Contact ____________________________ __________________ ________ ____________ 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Other interviews (optional) G Report attached. 



 

 

 
   
  
  

 

  

 
  
  
   

 

  

  

     
  

  

 

 

III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED  (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents: N/A 
G O&M manual G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
G As-built drawings G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
G Maintenance logs G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
G Contingency plan/emergency response plan G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 
G Air discharge permit G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
G Effluent discharge G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
G Waste disposal, POTW G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
G Other permits______________________ G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Gas Generation Records G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Settlement Monument Records G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records X Readily available G Up to date G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

8. Leachate Extraction Records G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Discharge Compliance Records 
G Air G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
G Water (effluent) G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs G Readily available G Up to date X N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

IV. O&M COSTS: N/A 



    

    

    

    

    

 

  
  

 

 

 

   

 

  

 

 

1. O&M Organization 
G State in-house G Contractor for State 
G PRP in-house G Contractor for PRP 
G Federal Facility in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility 
G Other__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. O&M Cost Records 
G Readily available G Up to date 
G Funding mechanism/agreement in place 
Original O&M cost estimate____________________ G Breakdown attached 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From__________ To__________  __________________ G Breakdown attached 
Date Date  Total cost 

From__________ To__________  __________________ G Breakdown attached 
Date Date  Total cost 

From__________ To__________  __________________ G Breakdown attached 
Date Date  Total cost 

From__________ To__________  __________________ G Breakdown attached 
Date Date  Total cost 

From__________ To__________  __________________ G Breakdown attached 
Date Date  Total cost 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons: __________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS X Applicable G N/A 

A. Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged G Location shown on site map G Gates secured G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures G Location shown on site map G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



            

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

     
 

      
     

 

     

    

 

 

   
  

  
 

 

     

  

C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented G Yes X No G N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced G Yes X No G N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): Settling Defendants submit an annual report to 
verify that institutional controls remain in place and in effect 
Frequency ________________________________________________________________________ 
Responsible party/agency ____________________________________________________________ 
Contact ____________________________ __________________ ________ ____________ 

Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date X Yes G No G N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency X Yes G No G N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met X Yes G No G N/A 
Violations have been reported G Yes G No X N/A 
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Adequacy X ICs are adequate G ICs are inadequate G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

D. General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing G Location shown on site map X No vandalism evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Land use changes on site: X N/A 
Remarks: No land use changes since previous five-year review 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Land use changes off site : XN/A 
Remarks: Zoning remains unchanged; Rural Conservation. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads G Applicable X N/A 

1. Roads damaged G Location shown on site map G Roads adequate G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

 

  
  
  
  
  
 

    

 

 

 

    

 

    

  

  
 

 

    

 

B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks  

VII. LANDFILL COVERS G Applicable X N/A 

A. Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots) G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

2. Cracks G Location shown on site map G Cracking not evident 
Lengths____________ Widths___________ Depths__________ 
Remarks____________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Holes G Location shown on site map G Holes not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Vegetative Cover G Grass G Cover properly established G No signs of stress 
G Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Bulges G Location shown on site map G Bulges not evident 
Areal extent______________ Height____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  
  

    

  

         

  

   

   

   

 

  

   

  

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage G Wet areas/water damage not evident 
G Wet areas G Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
G Ponding G Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
G Seeps G Location shown on site map Areal 

extent______________ 
G Soft subgrade G Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Slope Instability G Slides G Location shown on site map    G No evidence of slope instability 
Areal extent______________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Benches G Applicable G N/A 
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the 
slope in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a 
lined channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Bench Breached G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Bench Overtopped G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

C. Letdown Channels G Applicable G N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep 
side slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the 
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G No evidence of settlement 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Material Degradation G Location shown on site map G No evidence of degradation 
Material type_______________ Areal extent_____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G No evidence of erosion 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Undercutting G Location shown on site map G No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 
  

 

  

 

  

  

 

  

  

 

 

  

  

5. Obstructions Type_____________________ G No obstructions 
G Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
Size____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type____________________ 
G No evidence of excessive growth 
G Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
G Location shown on site map Areal extent______________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

D. Cover Penetrations G Applicable G N/A 

1. Gas Vents G Active G Passive 
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition 
G Evidence of leakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance 
G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition 
G Evidence of leakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition 
G Evidence of leakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A 
Remarks___________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

4. Leachate Extraction Wells 
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition 
G Evidence of leakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Settlement Monuments G Located G Routinely surveyed G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

 

 

 

   

   

   

  

 

  

 

E. Gas Collection and TreatmentG Applicable G N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 
G Flaring G Thermal destruction G Collection for reuse 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

F. Cover Drainage Layer G Applicable G N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected G Functioning G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected G Functioning G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds G Applicable G N/A 

1. Siltation Areal extent______________ Depth____________ G N/A 
G Siltation not evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Erosion Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
G Erosion not evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Outlet Works G Functioning G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Dam G Functioning G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

  

  

  

 

 

       

H. Retaining Walls G Applicable G N/A 

1. Deformations G Location shown on site map G Deformation not evident 
Horizontal displacement____________ Vertical displacement_______________ 
Rotational displacement____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Degradation G Location shown on site map G Degradation not evident 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge G Applicable G N/A 

1. Siltation G Location shown on site map G Siltation not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Vegetative Growth G Location shown on site map G N/A 
G Vegetation does not impede flow 
Areal extent______________ Type____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Discharge Structure G Functioning G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS G Applicable X N/A 

1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident 
Areal extent______________ Depth____________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring__________________________ 
G Performance not monitored 
Frequency_______________________________ G Evidence of breaching 
Head differential__________________________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

    

   

 

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES X Applicable G N/A 

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable X N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
G Good condition G All required wells properly operating G Needs Maintenance G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable X N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

  

  
  

 

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 
  

  

C. Treatment System G Applicable X  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 
G Metals removal G Oil/water separation G Bioremediation 
G Air stripping G Carbon adsorbers 
G Filters_________________________________________________________________________ 
G Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)_____________________________________________ 
G Others_________________________________________________________________________ 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
G Sampling ports properly marked and functional 
G Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 
G Equipment properly identified 
G Quantity of groundwater treated annually________________________ 
G Quantity of surface water treated annually________________________ 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 
G N/A G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 
G N/A G Good condition G Proper secondary containment G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
G N/A G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Treatment Building(s) 
G N/A G Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) G Needs repair 
G Chemicals and equipment properly stored 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition 
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance G N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

D. Monitoring Data 

1.01_  Monitoring Data 
X Is routinely submitted on time X Is of acceptable quality 

1.02_ Monitoring data suggests: 
X Groundwater plume is effectively contained X Contaminant concentrations are declining  



 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

D. Monitored Natural Attenuation 

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition 
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance X  N/A 
Remarks__________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing 
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy.  An example would be soil 
vapor extraction. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as 
designed. Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain 
contaminant plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 

The Remedial Action Objectives were to eliminate or minimize the threat posed to human 
health and the environment by preventing exposure to groundwater contaminants; prevent 
the migration of groundwater contamination beyond its current extent; and if technically 
practicable, to restore contaminated groundwater to drinking water standards. 

The first two RAOs have been attained. Institutional controls have been recorded and have 
prevented exposure to site groundwater, thereby ensuring the Site remains protective of human 
health.. Groundwater monitoring within the TI Zone has shown gradual reductions in 
concentrations of contaminants. Groundwater monitoring beneath and outside the TI zone has 
demonstrated that there continues to be no migration outside the TI Zone or the Site.  The 1995 
ROD included a TI waiver, acknowledging that the third RAO would not be attained within a 
reasonable timeframe. 

____________________________________________________________________

 B. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures.  In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 

N/A, no O&M was required in the 1995 ROD. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be 
compromised in the future.    

No indications of potential remedy problems were observed during the site inspection, nor have 
any been reported in monitoring reports, nor in communications from the Settling Defendants. 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 

VT ANR is the lead agency and will continue to track the long-term monitoring plan and make 
adjustments when appropriate. 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

SITE INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS 


Photo 1: Representatives of VT ANR and Settling Defendants walking up toward Disposal Area where waste was 
released. Monitoring wells ERM-4S and MW-105M are on the right. 

Photo 2: MW-112U and MW-112M.  Site inspection occurred during spring sampling event. 

Photo 3: Disposal Area. An area encompassing about 900 square feet 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 4: Looking southerly toward Fire Pond from the upper area of the TI Zone 

Photo 5: Looking southerly toward manufacturing facility from the former Concrete Pad location 

Photo 6: Looking southerly toward Fire Pond; MW-104U and MW-104M in foreground 



 

 

 

 
 

 

Photo 7: Northeastern corner of manufacturing building.  Concrete Area Pad plume flows beneath 
this portion of the building. Note the air vents 

Photo 8: Looking easterly; monitoring wells south of Fire Pond.  Note standing water in 
foreground from flowing artesian conditions. 
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